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Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to improve the safely at three
separate |ocations along SR-16 near the communities of Madison and Esparto in Yolo County. The
scope of wark will include:

Widening and paving shoulders to B feet.

Providing a 20-foot wide Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ) on each side of the highway
Installing rumble sirips in the shoulders

Adding a left tum pocket for County Road 79

Straightening two horizontal curves (increasing the curve radius)

Replacing or extending culverts as needed

Providing additional access to the Madison Migrant Center off of CR-89 (Optional)

. " = * = ¥ @

In addition, at tha intersection of SR-16 and County Rd B9 between Madison and 1-505, the project will
add a roundabout.

Determination

Calirans has prepared an Initial Study for this project and, following public review, has determined from
this study that the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment for the following
reasons;

The proposed project will have no effect on the coastal zone, wild & scenic nvers, parks and
recreational facilities, growth, geclogy/soils/seismic/topography, and paleontology;

The proposed project will have no significant effect on land use, farmlandsfimberlands, community
character and cohesion, envionmental justice, uliliiesfemergency services, fIraffic and
fransportation/pedestrian and bicycle facilities, visual'aesthetics, cultural resources, hydrology and
floadplain, water quality and storm water runoff, hazardous waste/materials, air quality, noise, plant
species, animal species and invasive species;




The proposed project will have no significantly adverse effects on cultural resocurces, natural

communities, wetlands and other waters, and threatened and endangered species because the
following mitigation measures would reduce potential effects to less than significant:

Visual

« |f Design Option "A" (part of Iocation 1) is built, Caltrans shall design and prepare a re-
vegetation plan {RP) which would serve o minimize impacts. The plan shall be jointly prepared
by a landscape architect and biologist. The RP would include measures to replace existing
native riparian vegetation that will be removed or indirectly affected by construction of the
proposed project. The RP shall include planting concepts, specifications, riparian restoration
and wetland planting plans, plant species, sizes and quantities. The Caltrans project biologist
will take the lead on the RP with the help of the Caltrans landscape architecture to design a
conceptual pian for the RP,

ities

« Direct Impacts to approximately 76 Valley oak trees wil be mitigated either through
replacement planting on-site within Caltrans right-of-way or through the purchase of credits at a
mitigation property.

Wellands and Ofher Waters
+ Direct impacts approximately 0.04 acres of polentially jurisdictional wellands will be mitigated at

1:1 ratio by creating wetlands on-site. Indirect impacts to 0.28 acres of potentially jurisdictional
wetlands will be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio.

= Permanent impacts to 1,80 acres of jurisdictional other Waters of the U.S. will be mitigated on-
site at a 1:1 ratio by creafing vegetated buffers along impacted waterways in the project area.
Temporary impacts to 2,75 acres of jurisdictional other Walers of the U.S. and will be mitigated
on-site at a 1:1 ratio by restoring vegetated buffers along disturbed waterways.

Threatened and Endangered Species
Valley Elderberry Longh

« Caltrans proposes to purchase credits sufficient to compensate for the planting of 250
elderberry shrubs, and an additional 290 associated native plantings from & USFWS approved
conservation bank that services the proposed project area.

Giant Garter Snake

= Impacts to 0.6 acres of aquatic and upland GGS habitat will be mitated through the on-site
relogaton) slope improvement and revegetation of South Fork Willow Slough.

T2 wlek 6/r 3o s

JOHN D. WEBB, Environmental Manager - South Date
North Region Environmental Services
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CHAPTER 1 Proposed Project

Introduction

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has prepared this Initial Study (IS),
which examines the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives being considered for
the proposed project located in Yolo County, California. Caltrans is the lead agency under
CEQA. The document explains why the project is being proposed, what design options we
have considered for the project, how the existing environment could be affected by the
project, the potential impacts of each of the design options, and the proposed avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures.

Background Information

In December 2005, a Draft EIR/EA for a more expansive project on SR-16 was circulated for
public review and comment, with the comment period expiring on January 23, 2006.
Caltrans received many comments from members of the public and reviewing agencies
regarding this project’s alternatives and environmental impacts. Caltrans then evaluated the
comments and reexamined the project. As a result, Caltrans prepared a new Draft EIR/EA
(2009 DEIR/EA) that presented a refined project alternative and additional discussions of
environmental impacts. The 2009 DEIR/EA was then circulated for public review and
comment from May 6, 2009, to June 19, 2009. The 2009 FEIR/EA was approved in
December 2009. On January 6, 2010, a Petition for Writ of Mandate was filed in the
Sacramento Superior Court, challenging the EIR and the approval of the project. Following
court proceedings, the judge agreed with most of the petitioners’ contentions and on July 28,
2011, ordered the issuance of the writ, requiring Caltrans to decertify the EIR, to comply with
CEQA, and to take any further action required by law. In addition, the court retained its
jurisdiction in this matter until Caltrans complied with the requirements of the writ. The court
still retains jurisdiction over this matter. In response to the court’s order, Caltrans decertified
the EIR, and then sought to re-evaluate the need for the project. Following further study and
evaluation, Caltrans determined that then-current conditions in the project area no longer
required the type of extensive project previously pursued, and eventually determined that
there were three locations that required safety improvements. The result of that
determination is a much scaled-down project that is supported by this Draft Initial Study with
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration.
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Project Funding

This project is programmed under the State Highway Operation and Protection Program
(SHOPP) 201.010 Safety Improvement Program, using state and federal funds. Project
construction capital costs are estimated at $20.9 million.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of this project is to improve traffic safety at three locations along SR-16 (PM
20.5/21.3, PM 23.2/23.5 and at PM 28.2/31.6) by providing improvements that address the
observed collision patterns in these locations. In recent years the traffic volumes on SR 16
have increased within the project limits, along with increases in collisions in certain areas
that are above the statewide average for similar facilities. Examination of collisions along the
corridor revealed three locations where the collision numbers are higher than those in the
adjoining segments.

The Traffic Safety Index (TSI) is the tool used for evaluating safety benefits of highway
improvement projects. Itis a measure of the collision cost saved by motorists expressed as
a percentage of the improvement’s capital cost. The TSI is determined by estimating the
number and cost of collisions that may occur on the existing facility if no further improvement
is made, and subtracting from it the number and cost of collisions that are expected to occur
with the improvement.

The number and severity of collisions at these three locations support a Safety Index of
greater than 200 (translating to a benefit/cost ratio of greater than 2:1) when improvements
such as shoulder widening and curve improvements are proposed, making these locations
eligible for Highway Safety Improvement Program funding. This represents the collision cost
savings of the proposed project.

Location 1: PM 20.5/21.3

This location consists of two horizontal curves where SR-16 intersects County Road (CR) 79
(2-way stop controlled on County Road 79).

Location 2: PM 23.2/23.5

This location consists of a horizontal curve just west of County Road (CR) 82B. This curve
has seen a pattern of run-off-road and overturn collisions.

Location 3: PM 28.2/31.6

This location is a long section of highway connecting the town of Esparto with Interstate 505.
The route passes through the small community of Madison, along with several minor road
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intersections with County Roads 21A and 89. There are a variety of collision types along
this corridor including rear end/broadsides at intersections, run-off road and head-ons in-
between intersections.

Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to improve the safety at
three separate locations along SR-16 near the communities of Madison and Esparto in Yolo
County. The scope of work would include:

Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet

Providing a 20 foot Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ) on each side of the highway
Installing rumble strips in the shoulders

Adding left turn pockets and/or a two way left turn lane

Straightening horizontal curves

Replacing or relining culverts as needed

In addition, at the intersection of SR-16 and County Rd 89 between Madison and I-505, the
project would either:

¢ Widen and add a traffic signal, or
e Add a roundabout, or
¢ Widen and maintain the existing all-way stop
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Location 1 (PM 20.5/21.3)
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Location 2 (PM 23.2/23.5)
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Location 3 (PM 28.2/31.6)
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Location 3 continued
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Alternatives
BUILD (ACTION) ALTERNATIVE

Caltrans proposes to improve the safety of three separate locations along SR-16 (PM
20.5/21.3, PM 23.2/23.5 and at PM 28.2/31.6) in Yolo County. The scope of work would
include:

Location 1 - County Road (CR) 79, from 0.35 miles west of CR-79 to 0.40 miles east of Co
Rd 79, postmiles (PM) 20.5/21.3 (0.8 miles)
e Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet
¢ Providing a 20-foot wide Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ) on each side of the
highway
Installing rumble strips in the shoulders
Adding a left turn pocket for County Road 79
Straightening two horizontal curves (increasing the curve radius)
Replacing or extending culverts as needed
Performing additional work described in Design Option A or Design Option B

Design Option A work
e Shifting the alignment north to avoid impacts to a residence

Design Option B work
e Shifting the alignment south to reduce impacts to Taylor Creek

This location has seen a pattern of rear-end and run-off—road-hit-object collisions. This
collision pattern can be improved though the addition of left—turn lanes, the creation of wider
shoulders, establishment of a 20-foot wide CRZ, and improvement of the curve radii. This
will provide the following benefits:

e More room for errant vehicles to recover

e More room for drivers to evade other vehicles or obstacles

e The opportunity for right-turning vehicles to leave the through lane as they slow to
turn

e Allows farm equipment to travel along the highway with reduced impact to traffic

¢ Reduced likelihood of a vehicle losing control in the curve

¢ Reduced potential for rear end collisions by providing left turn pockets that allow
drivers to remove themselves from the through traffic lane as they stop and wait for a
gap in oncoming traffic

o Allow additional room for law enforcement to conduct traffic enforcement stops

e More room for bicyclists and pedestrians
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Location 2 — West of CR-82B, from 0.34 miles west of CR-82B to 200 feet. west of CR-82B,

PM 23.2/23.5 (0.3 miles)

Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet

Providing a 20-foot wide CRZ on each side of the highway
Installing rumble strips in the shoulder

Flattening the vertical curve

Straightening the horizontal curve (increasing the curve radius)
Flattening the vertical curve (increasing the length)

Replacing or extending culverts as needed

This collision pattern for Location 2 would be improved through the creation of wider
shoulders, establishment of a 20-foot wide CRZ, and improvement of the curve radius, and
would provide the following benefits:

More room for errant vehicles to recover

more room for drivers to evade other vehicles or obstacles

Reduced likelihood of a vehicle losing control in the curve

Allow additional room for law enforcement to conduct traffic enforcement stops
More room for bicyclists and pedestrians

Location 3 — Esparto to Interstate (1)-505, from 350 feet west of CR-21A to South Fork

Willow Slough, PM 28.2/31.6 (3.4 miles)

Esparto to Madison

Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet

Providing a 20-foot wide CRZ on each side of the highway

Installing rumble strips in the shoulders

Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid residential and commercial
development

Replacing or extending culverts as needed

Adding a Two Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL) from 560 feet west of CR-86A to
570 feet east of CR-86A

Madison to 1-505

Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet

Providing a 20-foot wide CRZ on each side of the highway

Installing rumble strips in the shoulders

Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid residential development
Replacing or extending culverts as needed

Adding a two-way left turn lane (TWLTL) from 100 feet west of Tutt St. to CR-
90.

10
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¢ Provide additional access to the Madison Migrant Center off of CR-89
(Optional)
e Providing additional work described in Design Option A, B, or C below:

Design Option A work
e Widening and adding a traffic signal at the SR-16/CR-89 intersection

Design Option B work
e Adding a roundabout at the SR-16/CR-89 intersection

Design Option C work
¢ Widening and maintaining the existing all-way stop at the SR-16/CR-89
intersection

Several different roadway improvements are proposed to address the collision patterns at
Location 3, including widening shoulders, improving the clear recovery zone, installing left
turn pockets, and two-way left turn lanes, and improving intersection controls.

Widening the shoulders and establishing of a 20-foot wide CRZ on each side of the highway
offers the following benefits:

More room for errant vehicles to recover

More room for drivers to evade other vehicles or obstacles

More room for drivers to bypass left-turning vehicles

Permits right-turning vehicles to leave the through lane as they slow to turn
Allows farm equipment to travel along the highway with reduced impact to traffic
Room for law enforcement to conduct traffic enforcement stops

e More room for bicyclists and pedestrians

Two-way left-turn lanes provide benefits similar to left-turn pockets. They allow drivers to
remove themselves from the through traffic lane as they stop and wait for a gap in oncoming
traffic. They also offer a refuge area for left-turning drivers turning from the side
road/driveway to clear one direction of traffic while they wait for an opening in the other.

For construction purposes, Location 2 is proposed to begin construction in 2016 and
Locations 1 and 3 are proposed to begin construction in 2017.

NO-BUILD (NO ACTION) ALTERNATIVE

The No-Build alternative would make no improvements to the existing roadway and would
have neither construction nor environmental impacts; however, routine maintenance would
still occur as necessary. By not making any improvements, this alternative would fail to

11
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deliver the safety improvements the project is intended to provide and not meet the purpose
and need for the project.

Identification of a Preferred Design Option

After the public circulation period closed, all comments were considered, and Caltrans has
selected a preferred design option and made the final determination of the project’s effect on
the environment. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), nho unmitigable
significant adverse impacts were identified and as a result, the Department has prepared a
Mitigated (MND).

The preferred design options for this project at Locations 1 and 3 are as follows:

Location 1 - County Road (CR) 79, from 0.35 miles west of CR-79 to 0.40 miles east of Co
Rd 79, postmiles (PM) 20.5/21.3 (0.8 miles)
e Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet
¢ Providing a 20-foot wide Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ) on each side of the
highway
Installing rumble strips in the shoulders
Adding a left turn pocket for County Road 79
Straightening two horizontal curves (increasing the curve radius)
Replacing or extending culverts as needed

Design Option B is the preferred option
e Shifting the alignment south to reduce impacts to Taylor Creek

Design Option B offers the following advantages when compared to Design Option A:
e Less impacts to Taylor Creek
¢ Less Right-of-Way acquisition
e Less environmental mitigation required

Location 3 — Esparto to Interstate (1)-505, from 350 feet west of CR-21A to South Fork
Willow Slough, PM 28.2/31.6 (3.4 miles)

Esparto to Madison
¢ Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet
¢ Providing a 20-foot wide CRZ on each side of the highway
¢ Installing rumble strips in the shoulders
e Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid residential and commercial
development
e Replacing or extending culverts as needed

12
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o Adding a Two Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL) from 560 feet west of CR-86A to
570 feet east of CR-86A

Madison to 1-505

Widening and paving shoulders to 8 feet

Providing a 20-foot wide CRZ on each side of the highway

Installing rumble strips in the shoulders

Shifting the alignment to the north to avoid residential development

Replacing or extending culverts as needed

Adding a two-way left turn lane (TWLTL) from 100 feet west of Tutt St. to CR-

90.

e Provide additional access to the Madison Migrant Center off of CR-89
(Optional)

Design Option B is the preferred option
¢ Adding a roundabout at the SR-16/CR-89 intersection

Design Option B offers the following advantages:
e Higher safety improvement when compared with Design Option A
o Improved roadway capacity when compared to Design Option C
Additional access to the Madison Migrant Center off of CR-89 will be provided.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION

This project is very narrow in scope and only addresses work at three locations that are
supported by justification of the work at those three specific locations.

As a result there are no viable alternatives to these proposals; however, there are design
options are considered within each location.

INTERIM CALTRANS PROJECTS

Over the last several years, a number of traffic warning, regulatory, and guide signs have
been installed within and adjacent to the project limits. Reflective pavement markers and a
flashing beacon were installed at the Capay curve, and both have helped reduce accidents
at this location. Additional guide signs were placed to give information as to highway routes,
direction, destination and points of interest. Also, several smaller location-specific projects
have been completed that have resulted in improved safety at those specific locations.

13
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INTERIM SAFETY PROJECTS

PROJECT LOCATION STATUS

Super-elevation improvements & metal Capay Curve and two curves west of

beam guardrail Capay Completed 2004

Install four way flashing beacon At CR-89 Completed 2004

From 1-505 to Brooks
(Except in Esparto & Capay)

Improve sight distance (Tree Removal) At CR-85B Completed 2003

Completed 2003 and
repainted in 2004

Install inverted thermoplastic on centerline Completed 2003

International striped crosswalks Esparto

Left-turn centerline re-stripe along Yolo Ave. Esparto Completed 2004

Install 45 MPH sign, Install no-passing
stripe, add 55 MPH and 35 MPH signs, Various locations Completed 2001/2002
daylight headlight signs, etc.

Signalize intersection and access

improvements Cache Creek Casino frontage Completed 2004
Signalize intersection Northbound I-505 exit to SR-16 Completed 2005
Capay shoulders SR-16 through Capay Completed 2008

Permits and Approvals Needed

The following permits, reviews, and approvals would be required for project construction:

Agency Permit/Approval Status
United States Fish and Wildlife | Section 7 Consultation for Threatened A Biological Opinion (BO) will be
Service and Endangered Species obtained prior to the approval of the
(VELB and GGS) final environmental document
United States Army Corps of Section 404 Permit for filling or dredging | Permits will be obtained prior to
Engineers waters of the United States approving the project for construction

California Department of Fish 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement Permits will be obtained prior to

and Wildlife approving the project for construction
California Regional Water Section 401 Permit Certification Permits will be obtained prior to
Quality Control Board approving the project for construction

14
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CHAPTER 2  Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the project, the following
environmental issues were considered but no adverse impacts were identified.
Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these issues in this document.

e Coastal Zone — The project is not in a coastal zone.

e Wild and Scenic Rivers — The project is not in or adjacent to a designated Wild and
Scenic River.

e Parks and Recreational Facilities — The project is not adjacent to or within any
Parks and Recreational Facilities.

e Growth — This is a traffic safety project that does not increase capacity and has no
potential to impact growth.

e Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography — This is a traffic safety project with no
potential for adverse impacts to the geology, soils, and topography of the project
area.

e Paleontology — Based on previous environmental studies and construction projects
in the area, there is no potential for adverse impacts to paleontological resources.

e Air Quality — The Air Quality Analysis shows there is no potential for adverse
impacts to air quality; however, temporary impacts to air quality are discussed in the
Construction Impacts section.

o Noise - The Noise Analysis shows there is no potential for adverse impacts to noise
levels; however; temporary impacts from noise are discussed in the Construction
Impacts section.

15
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Human Environment
LAND USE
Existing and Future Land Use

The proposed project runs through the towns of Madison and Esparto. In general, residents
in the area refer to themselves as residents of Capay Valley, which extends from the Yolo
County/Lake County boundary to the Capay Dam and includes the communities of Rumsey,
Guinda, Brooks, and Capay. For the purposes of this document, “Capay Valley” will also
include the communities of Esparto and Madison.

Capay Valley is home to approximately 4,500 residents, or about three percent of Yolo
County’s population. Nearly 90 percent of Yolo County’s residents live in the four
incorporated cities of: Woodland, Davis, West Sacramento and Winters, all of which are
situated along major interstate freeways east and south of the project area. None of the
communities in the Capay Valley are incorporated cities.

Land use in the project area is divided between urban and agricultural. Within the developed
areas of Capay, Esparto, and Madison there are areas set aside for residential, commercial,
industrial, and public uses. Outside of these communities, along the SR-16 corridor, there
are only two zoning classifications: Agricultural (A-1) and Agricultural Preserve (AP). The
minimum parcel size allowable in A-1 zones is 20 acres. In AP zones, the minimum parcel
size is 80 acres, if the land is irrigated, and 160 acres in non-irrigated areas. These
minimum parcel sizes are designed to ensure that parcels are large enough to sustain
agricultural production while minimizing impacts on adjacent non-agricultural parcels.

Capay Valley has seen several changes over the past 20 years. There is a strong public
perception that the expansion of the Cache Creek Casino Resort (Casino) has fueled many
new developments. What began as a bingo hall in 1985 is now a resort destination
featuring a number of amenities and contributing heavily to the area’s economy. Recently
completed or proposed projects for the Capay Valley Region are as follows:

e Yocha-De-He Golf Club is an 18-hole golf course located on land adjacent to the
Casino. It opened to the public in early 2008 and is operated by the Rumsey Band of
Wintun Indians.

e In 2004, an expansion of the Casino facilities was completed. These additions to the
Casino’s complex include a 200-room hotel, a 1,883-space multi-level parking
garage, expanded gaming facilities, a spa, nightclub, and eight restaurants. Upon
completion the facility was enlarged to approximately 415,000 square feet. Before
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the 2004 expansion, the facility was approximately 113,000 square feet and featured
a surface parking lot, mini-mart and gas station, tribal administration offices, a
community center, and wastewater treatment plant.

e |n 2007, the Rumsey Band of Wintun Indians proposed an expansion of the current
Cache Creek Casino Resort into the Cache Creek Casino Destination Resort. The
Tribe filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the State Clearinghouse on July 2,
2007, and in April 2008, the Tribe released a draft Tribal Environmental Impact
Report (TEIR). The Tribe certified the final TEIR in September 2008. The project, as
identified, will include construction of 467 guest rooms in a ten story hotel, 27 hillside
casitas, four new formal restaurants, three new swimming pools, two small
restaurants, an event/conference center featuring a 2,300 seat entertainment venue,
three to four new retail shops, six new spa treatment rooms, 23,000 square feet of
additional gaming space, office space, related support facilities and utilities, and
2,410 additional parking spaces. The Cache Creek Destination Resort Draft TEIR
identified an expansion of the Tribal Government Center as well as construction of
30 homes north of the project site. These developments are only conceptual at this
time and no further information is available. There is no estimated time for
construction.

o Parker Place, Country West Il, and Esperanza Estates were constructed in 2011 and
2012 on the west side of Esparto adding approximately 225 single-family homes to
the area.

¢ Ryland Homes Lopez Subdivision in Esparto was approved and began construction
in 2006 and has added 72 single-family homes to the area.

e In 2005, the Esparto Unified School District released a draft Environmental Impact
Report for the proposed Esparto High School. This 65-acre site will include academic
and school office buildings, athletic fields, a student center, tennis courts, basketball
courts, parking for students, teachers, and buses, and an agricultural sciences area.
The site is currently zoned AP (Agricultural Preserve) and is subject to a Williamson
Act contract. The site is adjacent to SR-16 and west of CR-85B, between Esparto
and Madison. The proposed new Esparto High School is on hold and there is no
estimated time for construction.

e A site east of Madison and adjacent to SR-16 and CR-90, has been identified as a
potential site for a Secure Community Reentry Facility (Reentry Facility). In
September 2008, the Yolo County Board of Supervisors authorized the signing of a
“Reentry Program Facility Siting Agreement” between the County and the California

17



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Department of Corrections. The County additionally entered into an Option to
Purchase agreement for the Kathyanna Ranch property, the potential location of this
Reentry Facility. This agricultural property is currently subject to a Williamson Act
contract. As of 2014, the project has never materialized.

o There are several proposed projects within developed areas along SR-16. They
include: a proposed retail store at the corner of SR-16 and CR-86A and a proposed
mixed-use building along Yolo Avenue between Madison Street and Grafton Street in
Esparto.

e There have been numerous Caltrans improvements to SR-16 in this area including
normal maintenance activities, such as left-turn lane re-striping. The largest project
constructed on the highway recently, in 2011, was the improvement to SR-16 in front
of the Casino. This project was partially funded by the Casino and was designed in
anticipation of increased business to the site.

Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs

The general plans and guidances that cover the Project Area include the Yolo County
General Plan, Capay Valley General Plan, Esparto General Plan, Madison General Plan,
and the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence for the Madison Community
Service District.

Yolo County General Plan

In November 2009, Yolo County adopted its 2030 Countywide General Plan. The 2030
Countywide General Plan continues to strongly emphasize protection for agricultural lands.
The approved plan proposes a Preferred Land Use Alternative, which was adopted by the
Yolo County Board of Supervisors. This Preferred Land Use Alternative identifies the
following overall goals:

e The continuing primary focus on agriculture and related endeavors throughout the
County, particularly as related to economic development and job creation.

e Standards for sustainability, community identity, rural service standards, job-housing
match and balance, energy conservation, protection of natural resources, smart
growth, community health and safety, and efficient and responsible transportation
options.

o Limited residential and other related community development primarily within the
existing towns and only under certain sustainable conditions.
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¢ Use of community-based planning processes for the development of agricultural
districts and specific plans.

The Circulation Element of the Yolo County 2030 Countywide General Plan states that SR-
16 from CR-78 (just west of the Casino) to CR-85B (just west of Esparto) needs spot
improvements “including but not limited to intersection control and lane configuration
improvements, passing lanes and/or wider travel lanes and shoulders.” SR-16 from CR-21A
(just east of Esparto) to Interstate 505 is identified as needing expansion to 4 lanes to
accommodate future travel demands. In addition, a segment of CR-21A connecting these
two sections of SR-16 (although not a part of the highway system) would be upgraded to a
major two-lane county road standard. While the 2030 General Plan is intended to supercede
the Land use and Circulation Elements of the prior general plan, there is no specific
discussion within the plan of the timing of this facility expansion.

Capay Valley Area General Plan

The Capay Valley Area General Plan was completed in May 1982 as an amendment to the
Yolo County General Plan. In September 2007 a Capay Valley Area General Plan Update
(Area Plan) was released. Like the 1982 version, this updated Area Plan places strong
emphasis on protection of agricultural resources of the Capay Valley. The Area Plan also
encourages road improvements to accommodate farm equipment in a practical manner and
the construction of bike lanes whenever practical or possible.

Town of Esparto General Plan

The Town of Esparto General Plan, originally prepared in 1982, was updated in 1996 and
again in April 2007. Esparto’s General Plan serves to supplement the Yolo County General
Plan. Esparto’s General Plan “is intended to result in a compact and recognizable small
town having its own character — rather than the aimless sprawl associated with so many
developing urban areas.” The plan also emphasizes the importance of accommodating farm
machinery on main routes. A widening to four lanes of SR-16 is also not currently called for
in the existing Town of Esparto General Plan.

Consistency of the Proposed Project

All of the planning documents applicable to this area emphasize the importance of farmland
and the rural character of the area. The proposed project remains consistent with the
circulation policies enumerated in the Yolo County General Plan, the Town of Esparto
General Plan, and the Capay Valley Area General Plan. These policies emphasize safety,
including that of farm equipment and bicycles. The proposed project is designed to improve
safety for all roadway users. By providing standard shoulders and a clear recovery zone, the
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project would help to eliminate obstacles for wide farm equipment attempting to use the
roadway. The wider shoulders also improve the roadway for bicycle and pedestrian use.

Environmental Consequences

Much of the land involved in the project area is either Prime Farmland or Farmland of Local
Importance. Additionally, many of the agricultural parcels adjacent to SR-16 are currently
under Williamson Act contracts. (See Farmland Table on page 24)

Portions of these parcels that are adjacent to SR-16 would need to be acquired in order to
construct this project. Depending on the parcel, the proposed project would require the
conversion of between approximately 0.10 acre and 5.5 acres of farmland.

The acquisition of this land is not expected to substantially affect existing agricultural
designations or any other existing or future land uses. Farmers will still be able to farm the
remainder of their land.

The use of slivers of large parcels of farmland in order to create a safer highway would not
likely have a substantial impact on farming in this area. Some areas outside of the new
right-of-way (R/W) may be returned to adjacent property owners pending negotiations with
Caltrans R/W staff after project approval. Within the context of the ample farmland supply in
Yolo County, the proposed project would not pose a serious threat to this resource.

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts to state, regional and local plans pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

¢ No avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures are required for Existing and
Future Land Use.

FARMLANDS
Regulatory Setting

CEQA requires the review of projects that would convert Williamson Act contract land to
non-agricultural uses. The main purposes of the Williamson Act are to preserve agricultural
land and to encourage open space preservation and efficient urban growth. The Williamson
Act provides incentives to landowners through reduced property taxes to deter the early
conversion of agricultural and open space lands to other uses. Coordination with the Natural
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Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and the California Department of Conservation will
occur throughout the project development process.

Affected Environment

A Farmland Assessment was completed in April 2014. According to the Yolo County
Agriculture Department, in 2012, Yolo County’s agricultural production was worth
approximately $645 million dollars. Yolo County ranked 23 in the state for agricultural
production, with one percent of total statewide agricultural output. Top agricultural
commodities include tomatoes, wine grapes, cattle, and corn. Capay Valley is predominantly
known for its walnuts and almonds, as well as wine grape production. The Capay Valley is
also home to several small, family-owned farms that sell produce directly to homes in the
region on a subscription basis.

According to the Yolo County 2030 General Plan, there are 540,591 acres of farmland in
Yolo County, of which, 257,893 acres meet the criteria to be considered prime farmland.
The farmland parcels being impacted by the proposed project are in those areas identified
as prime farmland. The project will impact 27 agricultural parcels (32 acres); of those, 11 of
the parcels (13 acres), are currently under Williamson Act contracts.

Agricultural equipment using the highway in the project area averages in width from 14-16
feet. Given these widths, agricultural equipment is likely to use an entire vehicle lane
(approximately 12-feet wide) as well as the roadway’s shoulders, which are in some places
unpaved or nonexistent.

There is a zone between farm production areas and the highway that is used by farmers to
turn equipment around. This area may contain roadside fill slopes, roadside ditches or
private access roads. Throughout most of the project the existing transition between the
highway and the farmland is gradual. Following construction, fill slopes will be at a 4:1 and
the gradual transition between the highway and the production areas will be maintained,
similar to the preconstruction conditions. The highway will remain at or very near it's exsting
elevation.

Environmental Consequences
Farmland

The proposed project would acquire a total of approximately 32 acres of farmland from 27
parcels, including approximately 13 acres on 11 parcels under Williamson Act contracts.
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and the California Department of
Conservation were consulted about the proposed project and its potential impacts to
farmland.
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The impacts from the proposed project will result in the loss and relocation of ditches,
access roads and some production areas. The project is not expected to result in an impact
to an extent that prevents the landowner from continuing production.

The use of slivers of large parcels of farmland in order to create a safer highway would not
likely have a substantial impact on farming in this area. Some areas outside of the new
right-of-way (R/W) may be returned to adjacent property owners pending negotiations with
Caltrans R/W staff after project approval. Within the context of the ample farmland supply in
Yolo County, the proposed project would not pose a serious threat to this resource.

The approximate 32 acres of impacts is less that 1% (0.01%) of the total amount of prime
farmland in Yolo County. No take of farmland will prevent future farming. Some areas
outside of the new right-of-way (R/W) may be returned to adjacent property owners pending
negotiations with Caltrans R/W staff after project approval.

Williamson Act

Several of the parcels adjacent to SR-16 within the project limits are currently under
Williamson Act contracts. Several proposed work locations do require some acquisition of
Williamson Act contract lands.

According to the California Department of Conservation, Yolo County had 418,893 acres of
land subject to Williamson Act contracts in 2009. The removal of an estimated 13 acres of
Williamson Act contract land within the project area represents less than one percent of this
total.

For several parcels under contract, there will be no acquisition of land in fee. County and
state drainage easements will be acquired as well as, in a few cases, temporary
construction easements. These drainage easements will not preclude continued agricultural
use or continued enrollment in the Williamson Act program.

Additionally, Yolo County has established minimum acreages for establishment for
Agricultural Preserves. Under Yolo County Code Section §8-2.407, the minimum acreage
requirement for the establishment of an agricultural preserve shall be 100 acres total,
however there are exceptions for inclusion into existing contiguous agricultural preserves.
The California Department of Conservation has established minimum acreage requirements
for new Williamson Act contracts. In § Section 8-2.407.5 the minimum acreage requirement
for new Williamson Act contracts is 40 or 80 gross acres, depending upon the soil type and
irrigation status. However, these minimum acreage requirements only apply to new
Williamson Act contracts and should not impact any of the parcels that will be subject to
acquisition under this project. Of the 27 parcels, 12 parcels are already under the 40 acre
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minimum and would not qualify for a Williamson Act contract in their existing condition. Of
the 27 parcels, 2 parcels are within the range of 40 to 80 acres and could qualify for future
Williamson Act contracts. Caltrans will not be impacting the two qualifying parcels to an
extent that would preclude them from qualifying for future Williamson Act contracts.

According to Government Code Section 51292 no public agency or person shall locate a
public improvement within an agricultural preserve unless the following findings are made:

(a) The location is not based primarily on a consideration of the lower cost of acquiring land
in an agricultural preserve.

(b) If the land is agricultural land covered under a contract pursuant to this chapter for any
public improvement, that there is no other land within or outside the preserve on which it is
reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement.

According to Government Code Section 51293, Section 51292 shall not apply to:

(g) All state highways on routes as described in Sections 301 to 622, inclusive, of the
Streets and Highways Code, as those sections read on October 1, 1965.

Because many of the parcels adjacent to SR-16 are currently under Williamson Act
contracts there are areas in which no roadway widening could occur without some impact to
Williamson Act lands. The need for safety improvements in these areas means that some of
this land must be acquired for the purpose of bringing the roadway up to current highway
standards. The project has been designed to avoid impacts as much as possible while
meeting current highway standards. There are no reasonably feasible alternatives to
avoiding contracted land. Although state highways are not subject to Section 51292, the
findings required by Government Code Sections 51292(a) and 51292(b) can be made since
the use of Williamson Act land is not based primarily on cost; it is based on necessity and on
the existing highway’s condition.

Of the 11 Williamson Act parcels affected by the proposed project, all would involve the
acquisition of less than ten percent of the total acreage under contract.

The project would require less than 13 acres of Williamson Act lands in its entirety.

The California Department of Conservation concluded the project may proceed pursuant to
its findings specified in their response letter to Caltrans dated July 8, 2014. (See Appendix
F)
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Farmland Table

*Amount
Current Parcel | Required | Remainder Current Actual Use of
Farmland Type Size (acres) (acres) (acres) Proposed Acquired Land

[Loc. 1 — Prime Farmland (W) 316.12 62 31550 Agnculture
[Loc. 1 — Prime Farmland (W) 36.65]  0.62/0.88 35.77| Agrculture
Loc. 1 — Prime Farmland (W) 15.89 1.62/0.91 14.27| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
Loc. 1 — Prime Farmland (W) 8.15|  0.99/0.47 7.16] Agnculiure
Loc. 1 — Farmland of Local
Potential (W) 21.99( 0.37/0.72 21.27| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
[Loc. 1 — Prime Farmland (W) 22.59 1.21 21.38| Agriculture
[Loc. 1 — Prime Farmland 6.04 0 6.04| Agriculture
Loc. 1 — Farmland of Local
Potential 28046 0.80 279 66| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
Loc. 2 — Farmland of Statewide
Importance (W) 30975 2.49 307.26| Agriculture
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 103 4 241 10099 Agnculture
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 64 .45 2.45 62.00] Agriculture
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 376.02 553 37049 Highway Shoulder/Ditch
Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland (W) 326.33 3.59 322.74| Agriculture
Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland (W) 190.83 0.18 190.65| Agnculiure
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 14276 0.47 14229 Agnculture
Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 8.51 0.32 8.19] Agnculiure
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 1943 2.38 17.05] Highway Shoulder/Ditch
Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 6.85 0.31 6.54| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 7043 091 69.52| Agriculture
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 214 1.14 212.86| Agnculiure
Loc. 3 - Prime Farmland (W) 13.13 0.10 13.03| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 108.62 0.52 108.10| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland (W) 104.1 0.58 103.52| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 148.94 0.65 148.29| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
[Loc. 3 — Prime Farmland 14894 0.74 148.20| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
Loc. 3 — Other Land 16.88 0.87 16.01| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
[Loc. 3 — Other Land 6.80 0.33 6.47| Highway Shoulder/Ditch
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Farmland Equipment

The Caltrans Transportation Concept Report (TCCR) for SR-16 recommends paving
unpaved turnouts and widening shoulders to current design standards where feasible to
allow slow moving farm vehicles to pull off the highway and allow traffic to pass. The
proposed project does not include turnouts but does include widening the paved shoulder
surface. An eight foot wide shoulder would not be wide enough to allow tractors with large
combines or other pieces of equipment to completely move out of the roadway. However,
this would represent an improvement over current conditions; the current cross-section (two
foot shoulders with 12-foot lanes) means that there is not enough room for a piece of farm
equipment 16 feet wide on one side of the road.

The proposed build alternatives would accommodate farm equipment by providing a 20-foot
Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ) that would be sloped at a 4:1 ratio wherever possible. The CRZ
represents an area that is free of obstructions that allows an errant vehicle to recover
without striking a fixed object. The slope is also flat enough that it will not direct a vehicle to
the bottom of the slope, but instead, makes it possible for the vehicle to recover and return
to the roadway. In order for this to happen, the slope needs to be at a 4:1 ratio
(horizontal:vertical) or flatter. The CRZ is measured from the edge of traveled way and
includes the 8 foot paved shoulder, 3 foot wide choker to the hinge point (sloped 6:1), and
the first 9 feet of the roadway side slope. This 9 foot section is what will be sloped at 4:1 or
flatter. Wherever highway access points exist, the connection will be made at a flat enough
grade to allow vehicles to easily enter or exit the highway, just as at any roadway
connection. Farm equipment moving along the wide shoulder will have a greater ability to
operate ouside the traveled way and reduce the likelihood of any wide towed equipment
striking traffic or roadside obstacles. This would represent an improvement over the existing
narrow shoulder.

According to California Motor Vehicle Code Section 21650(f), when a vehicle “is necessarily
traveling so slowly as to impede the normal movement of traffic, that portion of the highway
adjacent to the right edge of the roadway may be utilized temporarily” when safe. Currently,
equipment of this width must utilize the oncoming traffic lane in order to stay on the road.
Added shoulders would provide this equipment with enough room to temporarily occupy the
shoulder to avoid oncoming traffic and to allow queued traffic to pass.

Widening the shoulders and improving the clear recovery zone in these three project
locations would provide a wider and clearer line of sight for the agricultural equipment to
move through the area.

On April 2, 2015, Caltrans performed a roundabout demonstration in Woodland in which a
“mock” roundabout was set up on an open field. Various types of farm equipment were
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brought in to drive through the roundabout. The goal of the demostration was to show that a
roundabout can accommodate large farm equipment. The demonstration was videotaped
and can be found at this link: https://youtube/JoaB-gQCsDS8.

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts to farmlands, Williamson Act properties, and farmland
equipment pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
¢ No avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures are required for Farmland.

COMMUNITY IMPACTS
Community Character and Cohesion
REGULATORY SETTING

Under CEQA, an economic or social change by itself is not to be considered a significant
effect on the environment. However, if a social or economic change is related to a physical
change, then social or economic change may be considered in determining whether the
physical change is significant. Since this project would result in physical change to the
environment, it is appropriate to consider changes to community character and cohesion in
assessing the significance of the project’s effects.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Caltrans completed a Community Impact Assessment in April 2014. The Capay Valley is
highly cohesive. People in the project area generally identify themselves as residents of
their community (e.g., Esparto, Madison) and as residents of the Capay Valley. Residents
of this area are likely to see each other frequently at the grocery store, the post office,
businesses, and restaurants, as well as at school and church. Other factors contributing to
the community’s cohesiveness are the number of active civic organizations and the stability
of the neighborhoods.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Within the project limits SR-16 crosses through the towns of Esparto and Madison. The
proposed project will not make any improvements within the town of Esparto. The proposed
traffic safety improvements made within the town of Madison will not divide neighborhoods
or separate residences from community facilities. No impacts to community character and
cohesion are anticipated.
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CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts to community character and cohesion pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated.

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

¢ No avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures are required for Community
Impacts.

Relocations and Real Property Acquisition
REGULATORY SETTING

Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24. The purpose of RAP is to ensure that persons
displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably
so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed
for the benefit of the public as a whole. Please see Appendix C for a summary of the RAP.

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, national
origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 United States Code
[USC] 2000d, et seq.). Please see Appendix B for a copy of the Department’s Title VI Policy
Statement.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A Relocation Impact Memorandum was completed in July 2014. This memo discusses the
potential impacts to property owners, businesses, or persons in possession of real property
to be acquired who would qualify for relocation assistance benefits or entitlements under the
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1970.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed project would require the partial acquisition of twenty six parcels, three of
which contain residences within or in close proximity to the new proposed R/W. These
parcel acquisitions come from agricultural and residential parcels of land.

The exact number and size of full and partial acquisitions is subject to final design, which will
occur after the final environmental document and project have been approved. Approximate
proposed R/W lines can be seen on the Environmental Study Limit maps in Appendix F.
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CEQA Considerations

With the implementation of the below avoidance and minimization measures, less than
significant impacts from relocations pursuant to CEQA are anticipated based on the
availability of single family residences that are equal to or better than the displacement
properties available for rent or purchase.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

¢ Following project approval, Caltrans Right of Way staff would coordinate with
affected property owners concerning compensation for loss of property.

¢ A Relocation Agent would contact all displacees after final environmental approval.
The Relocation Agent would ensure that eligible displacees receive their full
relocation benefits, including advisory assistance, and that all activities would be
conducted in accordance the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (see Appendix C). Relocation
resources shall be available to all displacees free of discrimination. At the time of the
first written offer to purchase, owner occupants are given a detailed explanation of
Caltrans’ Relocation Program and Services.

Mitigation Measures
¢ No mitigation measures are required for Relocations and Real Property Acquisitions.

UTILITIES/IEMERGENCY SERVICES
Affected Environment

Telephone, fiber optic, and electrical lines parallel SR-16 throughout the project area. Two
natural gas lines cross SR-16 at one location. The Esparto Wastewater Treatment Plant is
located east of Esparto and north of SR-16. The Madison Wastewater Treatment Plant is
located east of Madison and adjacent to SR-16 to the south. There are also several private
wells within the project area.

The Esparto Community Services District (ECSD) operates the Esparto Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP) and its citywide collection system. Approximately half of the
treatment ponds have been constructed and the other half are planned facilities. This plan is
based on the ultimate build-out in Esparto and has been agreed upon by Yolo County and
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Recently the ECSD added several new
monitoring wells to monitor groundwater in the vicinity of the treatment plant.
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The Madison Services District operates the Madison Wastewater Treatment plant.

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal-FIRE) operates a fire station
in Brooks, just west of Cache Creek Casino. Cal-FIRE handles forest fires and other
emergencies, primarily on state lands. Emergency services are also provided by the Yolo
County Sheriff's Office; the California Highway Patrol; the Capay Valley, Esparto and
Madison Fire Protection Districts; and the Rumsey Rancheria Fire Department.

Environmental Consequences

The proposed project may impact electrical, telephone, and fiber optic lines. All affected
utilities would be relocated prior to construction. Utility lines would generally be relocated
farther away from SR-16 between the CRZ and the new R/W for SR-16.

None of the existing treatment ponds at the Esparto WWTP would be affected by the
proposed project. There is no anticipated date for development of any future ponds, as
Esparto is not growing at a fast enough pace to dictate the need for these ponds in the near
future.

All of the facilities of the Madison Services District, including treatment ponds, service lines,
and monitoring wells, are south of SR-16 and should not be affected by the project.

Under post-construction conditions, the proposed project could benefit the public services in
the study area, including law enforcement, fire, and emergency services, because existing
emergency service provider routes would be enhanced by project improvements, including
safety, circulation, and drainage improvements.

CEQA Considerations

With the implementation of the below avoidance and minimization measures, less than
significant impacts to utilities and emergency services pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

e All emergency response units in the project area would be notified of the project
construction schedule and would have access to SR-16 throughout the construction
period.

Mitigation Measures

¢ No mitigation measures are required for Utilities/Emergency Services
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TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION/PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES
Regulatory Setting

Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), directs that full
consideration should be given to the safe accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists
during the development of federal-aid highway projects (see 23 CFR 652). It further directs
that the special needs of the elderly and the disabled must be considered in all federal-aid
projects that include pedestrian facilities. When current or anticipated pedestrian and/or
bicycle traffic presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every effort must be
made to minimize the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the facility.

In July 1999, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) issued an Accessibility Policy
Statement pledging a fully accessible multimodal transportation system. Accessibility in
federally-assisted programs is governed by the USDOT regulations (49 CFR Part 27)
implementing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 USC 794). FHWA has enacted
regulations for the implementation of the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA),
including a commitment to build transportation facilities that provide equal access for all
persons. These regulations require application of the ADA requirements to federal-aid
projects, including Transportation Enhancement Activities.

Affected Environment

Traffic and Transportation

SR-16 in Yolo County is a two-lane conventional highway with paved shoulder widths that
vary from O feet to 2 feet. The terrain is generally level to rolling with predominantly
agricultural and low-density land uses. CRZ along this corridor generally ranges from 2 feet
to 12 feet. The posted speed limit is 55 mph, except in developed areas, where the speed
limit is 25-45 mph.

This project is listed in the Caltrans 2012 State Route 16 Transportation Corridor Concept
Report (TCCR). A TCCR is a long- term planning document that Caltrans prepares for each
highway. The TCCR identifies current and future projects within the next 20 years. In
addition, the TCCR includes an ultimate concept, which is the ultimate goal for the highway
beyond 20 years. At this time, the ultimate concept for SR-16 for locations 1 and 2 is a two-
lane conventional highway and for location 3 is four-lane conventional highway.

This project consists of three locations that Caltrans Traffic Safety has identified along this
corridor that have collision rates that are higher than the statewide average for a similar
facility.
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Traffic Volume

The traffic volumes for SR-16 were taken from the 2013 All Traffic Volumes on California
State Highway System provided online by the Traffic and Vehicle Data Systems Unit.
(http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/2013all/Route16-20.html)

Traffic Volumes — Peak Hour and Annual Average Daily Traffic

Description Peak Peak AADT
Hour Month (veh/day)
(veh/hr) (veh/day)
Location 1 & 2: 950 9900 9300
Location 3:
CR 21Ato CR 89 1100 12300 11600
CR 89 to I-505 1500 14400 13600

Collision History

There were 66 collisions reported within the project limits for all three project locations and
their associated date ranges®. The collision statistics are as follows:

Location 1 (PM 20.5/21.3): 4/1/2006-3/31/2011

Actual Collisions Actual Rates Per Million Average Statewide Rates

Vehicle Miles Per Million Vehicle Miles**

Fatal | PR+ oo | Faal | PR qotar | Fatal | PR roran
Injury Injury Injury

0 5 15 0.000 0.31 0.93 0.017 0.28 0.63

Location 2 (PM 23.2/23.5): 4/1/2006-3/31/2011

Actual Collisions Actual Rates Per Million Average Statewide Rates

Vehicle Miles Per Million Vehicle Miles**

Fatal | PR poar | Fatal | PR qotar | Fatal | PR qoran
Injury Injury Injury

0 8 13 0.000 1.23 1.99 0.017 0.28 0.63

1 The date range used to identify collisions at each location is based upon the requirements specified in section
5.4.2 of the Highway Safety Improvement Program Guidelines for development of the Safety Index (SI) in order
to achieve funding under the 010 Safety Improvement Program. Three, four, or five-year date ranges are

selected in order to achieve a minimum threshold of 25 collisions. If 25 collisions cannot be identified in 5 years,
then the collision data from the 5-year period is to be used.
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Location 3 (PM 28.2/31.6) 4/1/2008-3/31/2011

Actual Collisions Actual Rates Per Million Average Statewide Rates

Vehicle Miles Per Million Vehicle Miles**

Fatal Faf[al * Total* Fatal Fatal * Total* Fatal Faf[al * Total*
Injury Injury Injury

2 23 38 0.045 0.52 0.85 0.017 0.30 0.70

* All reported collisions including those without fatalities or injuries.
** Statewide averages are determined by “rate groups,” which take into account rural vs. urban settings, rolling
vs. flat terrain and speed limit differences.

The total collision rate within the project area has improved since 1999-2002 when the
collision rate was more than twice the statewide average. Since that time, several minor
interim safety improvements have been made in order to reduce the number and severity of
vehicular collisions including signage, striping, sight distance improvements, and curve
super-elevation improvements. However, the collision data indicates that three locations
continue to have higher than average collision rates.

Intersection Traffic Analysis
SR-16/CR-21A

The SR-16/CR-21A intersection is a T intersection that operates under all-way stop control.
Three private driveways access the highway within the limits of this intersection. The
westbound right turn movement is a free right. There are no other turn lanes at this
intersection. Traffic often uses CR-21A and CR-85B to “bypass” Esparto.

State Route 16 & County Road 21A

+ ' 8 €5
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Caltrans uses the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD)
2014, which includes signal warrants used to determine the need for a signal. SR-16/CR-
21A met four of the nine warrants.

SR 16/CR-89

The SR-16/CR-89 intersection operates under an all-way stop control with a red flashing
beacon. There are free right turn movements in the eastbound and northbound directions.
There are no other turn lanes at this intersection.

State Route 16 & County Road 89

SR-16/CR-89 met one of the nine signal warrants in the California MUTCD 2014.
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Intersection Collision Data

Accidents within the study area were queried from the Traffic Accident Surveillance and
Analysis System (TASAS), a Caltrans program used to track vehicle accidents, for a three-
year period from April 1, 2007, to March 31, 2010.

3-Year Accident Data (April 1, 2007 to March 31, 2010)

Number of Accidents Accident Rates
Actual Average
Location . . ) . . .
Per million vehicle miles per million vehicle miles
F Total "
Total* | Fatal | Injury F+ Fatal +| * Fatal P Total
03-YOL-16
PM 28.266 .0
& Co. Rd. 3 0 1 1 0.000 P .24 0.003 .07 .16
21A
03-YOL-16
PM 31.032 1
& Co. Rd. 7 0 3 3 0.000 9 44 0.005 .20 .60
89
*Total accidents include fatalities and injuries, plus property damage only accidents.

The three accidents at County Road 21A include two broadsides and a hit object. Four of
the seven accidents at County Road 89 were rear end accidents. The other three accidents
were a head-on, a sideswipe, and a hit object.

The Peak Hour levels of service were calculated for the State Route 16/County Road 89
intersection for the following scenarios:

e 2014 - Existing conditions

e 2018 — Project Construction Year: Signal, Roundabout and No-Build

e 2023 — Near Term Year: Build and No-Build (5 years after project completion)
e 2038 — Design Year: Signal, Roundabout, and No-Build
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Peak Hour Level Of Service (LOS) Summary — County Road 89

SR 16/County Road 89 2014 2018 2023 2038
LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay [ LOS | Delay
No Improvements E 38 sec F 55 sec F 56 sec F 57 sec
Signalize Intersection B 11 sec A 9 sec B 14 sec
Install Roundabout B 11 sec B 15 sec E 48 sec
(2034)

Level of service for unsignalized intersections is reported for the movement with the worst
level of service. The westbound approach currently operates at a level of service E in the
peak hour. Analysis shows that the intersection would operate with an acceptable level of
service with a signal through the design year. A roundabout would operate with an
acceptable level of service through 2034 in the peak hour, based on a conservative
analysis.

Environmental Consequences
Proposed Improvements

All three locations have the proposed features of eight foot paved shoulders, a 20 foot CRZ
and shoulder rumble strips.

Increased Shoulder Width

Shoulders increase safety by providing a stable, clear recovery area for drivers who have
left the travel lane. If a driver inadvertently leaves the lane or is attempting to avoid a crash
or an object in the lane ahead, a firm, stable shoulder greatly increases the chance of safe
recovery. Increasing the shoulder width from 1 foot to 8 feet is projected to reduce collisions
by 38 percent according to the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Safety Manual.

Shoulder Rumble Strips

According to the Federal Highway Administration, Technical Advisory T5040.39, Revision 1,
rumble strips are designed primarily to assist distracted, drowsy, or otherwise inattentive
drivers who may unintentionally drift over the edge line. For this set of drivers, the audible
and vibratory warning produced by rumble strips greatly improves the opportunity for a safe
recovery. Shoulder or edge line rumble strips are one of the proven countermeasures that
reduce the risks of run-off-road crashes.

National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 641 documents milled
shoulder and edge rumble strips to provide statistically significant reductions in single-
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vehicle run-off-road injury crashes: by 10 to 24 percent on rural freeways, and 26 to 46
percent on two-lane rural roads.

Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ)

The Caltrans Traffic Safety Manual states “An area clear of fixed objects adjacent to the
roadway is desirable to provide a recovery zone for vehicles that have left the traveled way.
Studies have indicated that on high-speed highways, a clear width of 30 feet from the edge
of the traveled way permits about 80 percent of the vehicles leaving the roadway out of
control to recover. Therefore, 30 feet should be considered the minimum, traversable clear
recovery area for freeways and high-speed expressways. High-speed is defined as
operating speeds greater than 45 mph.

On most conventional highways, a 30-foot clear zone distance may be difficult to justify for
engineering, environmental or economic reasons. For these reasons, a minimum,
traversable clear recovery area of 20 feet on conventional highways is advised.”

Location Specific Improvements
Location 1

The project proposes to flatten (increase the radius of the existing horizontal curve to meet
the current Caltrans design standard for the proposed speed limit. By creating a curve with a
design speed that matches the roadway speed limit, the Project will not require drivers to
adjust vehicle speed in the curve, thereby reducing the potential of a driver to lose control in
the curve.

Left-turn lanes are proposed for both directions on SR-16 at CR-79 to allow for safer turning
movements. This improvement is expected to reduce the number of rear-end collisions at
this intersection by removing stopped left turning vehicles from the through traffic lanes.

Location 2

As with Location 1, the project proposes to flatten both the existing horizontal curve and a
vertical curve to help the roadway alignment better meet driver expectations, thereby
reducing the potential of a driver to lose control in the curve. In addition, wider shoulders
and an improved CRZ will increase a drivers ability to recover.

Location 3

A Traffic Analysis Report for this location was completed in December 2014 to determine
appropriate intersection control at CR-21A and at CR-89.
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State Route 16/County Road 21A

This project proposes to change the intersection control at SR-16/CR-21A. Congestion
occurs at this intersection in the PM peak hour. A roundabout was proposed and analyzed
at this intersection as part of Esparto’s Downtown Revitalization Plan. The roundabout
analysis done by Yolo County’s engineering consultant showed that a roundabout would
operate acceptably at this intersection. However, due to right-of- way and access issues, the
project delivery team (PDT) determined that a roundabout is not the appropriate
improvement for this location Instead, a traffic signal was analyzed and is now planned for
this intersection.

A TWLTL is recommended on SR-16 from just east of CR-21A to just east of CR-86. A
TWLTL can serve as a median refuge allowing drivers to cross one direction of traffic and
then merge when there is an adequate gap.

State Route 16/County Road 89

This project proposes to also change the intersection control at SR-16/CR-89, as
congestion occurs at this intersection in the PM peak hour as well.

Design Option A

Widening and adding a traffic signal at the SR-16/CR-89 intersection.

Per Section 405.9 of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, two-lane state highways may be
widened to two through lanes in each direction at an intersection when signals are installed.
The additional lanes through an intersection could improve safety by allowing some of the
through vehicles to pass slower moving vehicles and would reduce the lengths of queues,
which would reduce the potential for rear-end collisions. Slow-moving farm vehicles and
buses are common on SR-16 in this area. Widening to two lanes in each direction at an all-
way stop will realize some of the same benefits.

Intersection lighting will be included as part of the improvements at SR-16/CR-21A as well
as at SR-16/CR-89.

Design Option B

A single-lane roundabout is at the SR-16/CR-89 intersection in Madison. Although as a
result the peak hour delay may be slightly higher than that for a signal, there would be less
delay throughout the rest of the day. Additionally, for safety projects such as this one, the
FHWA supports the modern roundabout as safer than traditional signalized intersections.
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Overall, roundabouts operate more efficiently, often have lower life cycle costs and result in
increased fuel efficiency.

The publication, Roundabouts-An Informational Guide (NCHRP 672) states, “The use of
roundabouts is a proven safety strategy for improving intersection safety by eliminating or
altering conflict types, reducing crash severity, and causing drivers to reduce speeds as they
proceed into and through intersections. Decreased vehicle speeds will also decrease the
speed differentials with other road users.”

Design Option C

Widening and maintaining the existing all-way stop at the SR-16/CR-89 intersection.

Widening to two lanes in each direction at an all-way stop will realize some of the same
benefits as widening to two lanes at the signalized intersection.

Traffic and Transportation

The proposed project does not add additional vehicular capacity and is not expected to
appreciably affect traffic volumes. No permanent negative impacts to traffic are anticipated.
The project does not contain design elements, such as additional travel lanes, which would
provide additional highway capacity. However vehicles are expected to experience fewer
delays since drivers turning left at country roads would no longer block traffic. The posted 55
mph speed limit on SR-16 would not be changed by the proposed project.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Within the project limits, there are no pedestrian facilities on the existing roadway.
Pedestrians can be seen using a path along the south side of SR-16 in Madison between
the Migrant Housing Center, which is slightly detached from the community, and the gas
station/convenience store in town.

Within the project limits, SR-16 is classified as a Class Il Bikeway (bike route). A Class lll
Bikeway is a road designated for shared use by both bicyclists and motorists. SR-16 would
continue to function as a Class Il bike route, and no physical improvements related to this
proposed project will impact this Class Il Bikeway.

Caltrans’ TCCR for SR-16 encourages the development of bike lanes on the highway (Class
Il Bikeways) from CR-85B to 1-505 within the project limits; however, that is outside the
scope of this proposed safety project. The widened shoulders provided for in this project
would provide more room than is currently available for bicycles. After the completion of this

38



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

safety project, Caltrans and Yolo County may work together at a later time to determine if a
Class Il bike route is appropriate.

FHWA Technical Advisory T5040.35 states in part:

Safe accomodation of all road users should be considered when designing and applying
rumble strips. Rumble strips are primarily a saftey device for passenger vehicles. For other
road users, particularly bicyclists, they may cause concerns. Bicyclists, in particular, are
affected by edge line and shoulder rumble strips. Where shoulders are clear of debris,
bicyclists will often choose to use them to avoid conflicts with faster moving vehicles in the
travel lane; however, as legal road users, they may also be in the travel lane. Two measures
that can be considered to accomodate bicyclists are: 1) Provide gaps in continous rumble
strips (typically 10 to 12 ft between 40 to 60 foot long sections) and 2) Offset of the rumble
strip from the lane can be adjusted to accommodate bicyclists. This may mean using edge
line rumble strips to provide addtional paved shoulder space beyond the rumble strip.

Construction Impacts

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily affect traffic. The first stage of
construction would build half of the proposed alignment while traffic stays on the existing
road. The next stage would move traffic to the newly constructed portion of the road while
the old roadbed is removed and the remainder of the new alignment is constructed. Staged
construction would provide convenience and safety to both the traveling public and the
workers who will build the project.

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts to traffic and transportation and bicycle facilities pursuant to
CEQA are anticipated.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

With the implementation of the below avoidance and minimization measures, no adverse
impacts to traffic and transportation and bicycle facilities are anticipated during construction.

The following Traffic Management Plan elements should be considered:
e Restrictions on when lanes may be closed.

¢ Public notices and press releases provided in local newspapers before major stage
or traffic shifts.
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e A Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Program (COZEEP) with the CHP
during major construction that affects traffic, such as stage changes and traffic shifts.

¢ Changeable message signs to alert motorists to unusual or new conditions and any
delays that develop.

Mitigation Measures

¢ No mitigation measures are required for Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle facilities.

VISUAL/AESTHETICS
Regulatory Setting

CEQA establishes that it is the policy of the State to take all action necessary to provide the
people of the State “with...enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental
qualities” (California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21001(b)).

Affected Environment

A Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) was completed in April 2014. The project region is rural
in character. The route winds through farms, orchards, ranches, vineyards, and passes
through the towns of Madison, Esparto and Capay. The valley floor is gently sloping to flat,
and is framed by rolling hills of the California inner coastal range landform.

At the town of Capay, the hills rise above the valley floor approximately 1800 feet to the
northwest, and 3000 feet to the southwest. The views range from enclosed and restricted by
both vegetation and landform to sweeping vistas of farmland, oak woodlands and distant
hills. The orientation of the Capay Valley is from northwest to southeast and widens to
approximately a mile across out to the Sacramento Valley floor.

The original plant communities include annual grasslands, Blue oak woodland, Valley foothill
riparian, and Valley foothill hardwood conifer. Wet meadows and seasonal wetlands are
visible from the roadway. The rolling hills are sculpted and defined by the actual hydrological
systems such as swales and creeks. The average rainfall in the region is between 20 and
25 inches per year. The major water resource for the area is Cache Creek, which lies to the
north and roughly parallels SR 16. Cache Creek would not be directly affected by the
proposed project.
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The vegetation and habitat types within the environmental study limit (ESL) include
agricultural fields, row crops, orchards, annual grassland, Valley oak riparian habitat and
blue oak woodland.

Blue oak woodland habitat in the study area consists primarily of blue oak (Quercus
douglasii) with minor amounts of interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii) and foothill pine (Pinus
sabiana). Poison oak shrubs (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and annual grasses including
wild oat, soft chess, ripgut brome and hare barley occur on the forest floor.

Valley oak riparian habitat in the study area is dominated by Valley oak (Quercus lobata)
trees. Understory species include wild grape (Vitus californica), wild rose (Rosa californica),
Himlayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), poison oak
(Toxicodendron diversilobum), perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne), and velvet grass
(Holcus lanatus). Common herbaceous species that occur in the understory include miner's
lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata), white sweetclover (Melilotus alba), and common monkeyflower
(Mimulus guttatus).

The project work locations are within the valley bottom of the Capay Valley. The west end of
the project site has rolling hills visible on both sides. Oak woodlands are visible on the
hillsides, while the immediate foreground is a variable rural landscape. The characteristic
variations include a mix of houses, barns and fences, outbuildings, rows of trees adjacent to
the roads, and open views of orchards, fields and vineyards. Although the creek is adjacent
to the roadway in places, it is not necessarily visible to drivers because the creek bed is very
deeply incised.

The eastern end of the project site travels from the town of Capay towards I-505, from
Capay to the east the long views are of the agriculture of the Sacramento Valley. A number
of rural homes have views of the roadway.

Environmental Consequences

This project, as proposed, would change the visual resources within and adjacent to the
existing alignment for all three locations. These resources contribute to the rural character of
the route. All vegetation within the project limits of the roadway alignment, shoulders, and
the 20-foot CRZ on both sides of the roadway would be removed to accommodate the
construction work and proposed safety zones. The CRZ includes shoulders, and provides
areas for errant vehicles to regain control. For a conventional highway, the minimum
desirable width for the CRZ is 20 feet. Vegetation may be removed from the CRZ to the
right-of-way to accommodate utilities, maintenance vehicle pullouts, and access. The
removal of the existing vegetation would affect the current visual character and interest of
the roadway by moving the natural and planted vegetation further away from the roadway
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edge. This would open new views to the distant hills, agricultural land, residences and
business but will decrease the close roadside views of vegetation and habitat that
characterizes a conventional highway.

Special Circumstances For Location 1

Realignment will bring the roadway into closer proximity to existing residences in Location 1
near the intersection of SR-16 and CR-79. The existing buffer and vegetated screens
between the roadway and residences will be reduced or eliminated. The new alignment
would include the development of new horizontal and vertical curves. Intersections of county
roads and driveways would also be realigned, moved or created. With the new alignment
the headlight sweep patterns would change, new areas would be affected by an increase of
light and glare.

At Location 1 (PM 20.5 to 21.3), depending on which option is used in the construction, the
project may have an impact along the area of Taylor Creek where riparian trees and
vegetation could be affected. Option “A” would shift the alignment north to avoid a house
and Option “B” would shift the alignment south to reduce impacts to Taylor Creek. If Option
“A” is incorporated into the construction phase, the impacts to the creek will need to be
minimized through re-vegetation of the riparian ecosystem. Minimization measures will need
to be implemented to address the visual concerns. This would cause a major, short term
visual impact to the roadway, but over a few years the impacts will be reduced. If Option “B”
is built the visual impacts would be less than that of Option “A”, but, will still require re-
vegetation efforts to restore the landscape to a more natural-looking environment.

SR-16 in all three project locations is not eligible for State Scenic Highway status.
CEQA Considerations

With the implementation of the below avoidance and minimization measures, less than
significant impacts with mitigation to visual/aesthetics pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

e The application of erosion control to all disturbed areas will be required. These areas
shall be returned to their preconstruction conditions once construction is completed.
The erosion control shall consist of a seed mix of grasses and forbs that are native to
the area.

e [f Option B (part of location 1) is built the Landscape Architecture Division will design
a landscape and erosion control plan.
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e Tree removal that occurs along or near residential development shall be replanted in
kind with the type of trees and vegetation that has been removed. This will provide
screening for residences to help reduce light and glare, and to help reestablish and
maintain the rural feel of the surrounding area.

¢ Similar ornamental variety or native trees shall replace large trees that need to be
removed due to construction activities so long as they do not interfere with roadway
functions or utilities. Re-vegetation within clear recovery zones would consist of
native grasses and shrubs to facilitate sight distance requirements, reduction of
obstacles and erosion concerns.

Mitigation Measures

¢ If Design Option “A” (part of location 1) is built, Caltrans shall design and prepare a
re-vegetation plan (RP) which would serve to minimize impacts. The plan shall be
jointly prepared by a landscape architect and biologist. The RP would include
measures to replace existing native riparian vegetation that will be removed or
indirectly affected by construction of the proposed project. The RP shall include
planting concepts, specifications, riparian restoration and wetland planting plans,
plant species, sizes and quantities. The Caltrans project biologist would take the lead
on the RP with the help of the Caltrans Landscape Architecture staff to design a
conceptual plan for the RP.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Regulatory Setting

“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all “built environment” resources
(structures, bridges, railroads, water conveyance systems, etc.), culturally important
resources, and archaeological resources (both prehistoric and historic), regardless of
significance.

Historical resources are considered under CEQA, as well as PRC Section 5024.1, which
established the California Register of Historical Resources. In addition, PRC Section 5024
requires state agencies to identify and protect state-owned resources that meet National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing criteria. It further specifically requires Caltrans to
inventory state-owned structures in its rights-of-way. Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require
state agencies to provide notice to and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) before altering, transferring, relocating, or demolishing state-owned historical
resources that are listed on or are eligible for inclusion in the National Register or are
registered or eligible for registration as California Historical Landmarks.
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Affected Environment

An Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) was completed in July 2014 due to the potential
for cultural resouces within the project area.

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was established through consultation between the
Caltrans Project Manager, Project Engineer, and the Caltrans Professionally Qualified
Staff (PQS) on June 5, 2014. The APE encompasses the area within which direct or
indirect impacts associated with the proposed highway project could cause alterations in
the character or use of any historic property, if present.

Historical research and field surveys within a preliminary study area were conducted by
consultants in May 2002. The original preliminary study area was much larger than the
current project's APE.

The HPSR identified one historic-era archaeological site that is within the APE and Area
of Direct Impacts (ADI) for the proposed project. Portions of this site in the ADI were
previously determined non- contributing for listing to the NRHP with concurrence by the
SHPO in 2005. Excavations were conducted at previously unevaluated portions of that
site in 2014, with intact deposits identified approximately 12 inches below the ground
surface. Subsequent to the archaeological excavations, design changes for the
proposed project have removed this site from the ADI. It is also not eligible for the
California Register of Historic Places.

Additionally, six previously identified cultural resources are located within the APE. The
eligibility of the six sites is addressed in the Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)
completed in 2005. Three of the sites in the project's APE were previously found not
eligible for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) with concurrence by the SHPO in
2005, therefore precluding further cultural resources management for these resources.
Portions of two additional sites within the project's ADI were determined non-contributing
for listing to the NRHP with concurrence by the SHPO in 2005. It is also not eligible for the
California Register of Historic Places.

Environmental Consequences

Caltrans has determined that this proposed project would have no adverse effect to
state-owned archaeological sites, landscapes, non-structural resources within the
APE that meet National Register and/or California Historical Landmarks Register
eligibility criteria and has provided notice and summary to SHPO pursuant to PRC
Section 85024(f).
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Caltrans PQS staff has determined that there are resources in the project area that were
previously determined not to meet National Register of Historic Places or California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, as outlined in CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(a), that
the prior determination remains valid, and they are not historical resources for purposes
of CEQA.

Caltrans PQS staff has determined that for historical resources, there would be no
substantial adverse change because the impacts to historical resources within the Project
Area limits would be avoided through the establishment of Environmentally Sensitive
Areas (ESAs). The ESA’s will be marked on the plans as areas to be avoided
by the contractor.

CEQA Considerations

With the implementation of the below avoidance and minimization measures, less than
significant impacts to cultural resources pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

e The portions of the cultural sites outside the ADI would be protected against
inadvertent damage during project construction through the establishment of ESA
and preparation of an ESA Action Plan. The ESA Action Plan will ensure proper
implementation of Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X, and to
ensure compliance with CEQA, and for state-owned historic properties, PRC Section
§5024.

o If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity
within and around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the find.

¢ If human remains are discovered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
states that further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area
suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the coroner will
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who will then notify the
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). At this time, the person who discovered the remains
will contact the district archaeologist so that they may work with the MLD on the
respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions of PRC
5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.
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Mitigation Measures

¢ No mitigation measures are required for Cultural Resources.

Physical Environment
HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAIN
Regulatory Setting

Executive Order (EO) 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to refrain
from conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the only
practicable alternative. The Federal Highway Administration requirements for compliance
are outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart A.

To comply, the following must be analyzed:

The practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal encroachments.
o Risks of the action.

e Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values.

e Support of incompatible floodplain development.

e Measures to minimize floodplain impacts and to preserve/restore any beneficial
floodplain values affected by the project.

The base floodplain is defined as “the area subject to flooding by the flood or tide having a
one percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.” An encroachment is defined as
“an action within the limits of the base floodplain.”

Affected Environment

A Floodplain Evaluation Report Summary and a Floodplain Hydraulic Study were completed
in July 2014.

At Location 1, SR-16 is above the base floodplain based on the current Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (June 2010 FIRMs) for Yolo
County, however, Taylor Creek would need to be realigned and stabilized with Rock Slope
Protection (RSP) for both Option A and B which would constitute a longitudinal
encroachment of FEMA FIRM Zone A.

At Location 2, there are no impacts to floodplains.
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At Location 3, SR-16 is currently below the elevation of the 100-year floodplain between the
town of Esparto and the I-505 interchange. The road routinely floods during storms. SR-16
in this location is primarily a longitudinal encroachment of the base floodplain FEMA FIRM
Zone A, AE, AO and X. SR-16 is considered a transverse encroachment of the South Fork
Willow Creek at Bridge Number (Br. No.) 22-0093 (PM 29.42).

Environmental Consequences

The proposed project would encroach on the floodplain at the following locations:
e Taylor Creek, PM 20.56-20.64 and PM 20.73 -20.90-Longitudinal Encroachment
e Taylor Creek and County Road 79, PM 20.86- Longitudinal Encroachment

e SR-16 near the South Fork of Willow Slough, PM 28.20-28.27 and PM 28.27-31.82 —
Transverse Encroachment

The profile of SR-16 would not be significantly altered except to standardize the vertical
curve at the South Fork Willow Creek at Bridge No. 22-0093. This might result in a modest
increase in the profile of SR-16 near the existing bridge. The primary means of flooding
along the south side of SR-16 in this vicinity is from overtopping of the South Fork Willow
Creek which flows generally west to east, parallel to the highway. The primary means of
flooding on the north side of SR-16 in this vicinity is from overtopping of Lamb Valley Slough
and South Fork Willow Slough north which flows generally west to east parallel to the
highway. As flood levels increase during a 100-year flood event, the water surface would
rise above SR-16 east of the vertical curve and backup to the west without creating a
substantial impact to the water surface elevation north or south of SR-16.

At Location 1 for Option A, the existing 15-foot Corrugated Structural Steel Plate Pipe
(CSSPP) under CR-79 would be removed and a new 15-foot CSSPP or equivalent will be
placed under CR-79 along the revised creek alignment which will constitute a longitudinal
encroachment of FEMA FIRM Zone A.

At Location 2, there are no impacts to floodplains.
At Location 3, the embankment of Taylor Creekwill need to be stabilized with RSP.

The Floodplain Evaluation Report Summary and Technical Information for Location
Hydraulic Study forms prepared for this project concluded that the project would not
constitute a significant floodplain encroachment and would pose no additional risk to
adjacent properties.
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CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts to hydrology and floodplains pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

o No Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation measures are required for Hydrology
and Floodplain.

WATER QUALITY AND STORM WATER RUNOFF
Regulatory Setting
Federal Requirements: Clean Water Act

In 1972, Congress amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, making the addition of
pollutants to the waters of the United States (U.S.) from any point source? unlawful unless
the discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. This act and its amendments are known today as the Clean Water Act
(CWA). Congress has amended the act several times. In the 1987 amendments, Congress
directed dischargers of storm water from municipal and industrial/construction point sources
to comply with the NPDES permit scheme. The following are important CWA sections:

Sections 303 and 304 require states to issue water quality standards, criteria, and
guidelines.

e Section 401 requires an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any
activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. to obtain certification from
the state that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the act. This is most
frequently required in tandem with a Section 404 permit request (see below).

e Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system for the discharges (except
for dredge or fill material) of any pollutant into waters of the U.S. Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) administer this permitting program in California.
Section 402(p) requires permits for discharges of storm water from
industrial/construction and municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s).

e Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill material
into waters of the U.S. This permit program is administered by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE).

2 A point source is any discrete conveyance such as a pipe or a man-made ditch.
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The goal of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the Nation’s waters.”

The USACE issues two types of 404 permits: General and Standard permits. There are two
types of General permits: Regional permits and Nationwide permits. Regional permits are
issued for a general category of activities when they are similar in nature and cause minimal
environmental effect. Nationwide permits are issued to allow a variety of minor project
activities with no more than minimal effects.

Ordinarily, projects that do not meet the criteria for a Nationwide Permit may be permitted
under one of the USACE’s Standard permits. There are two types of Standard permits:
Individual permits and Letters of Permission. For Standard permits, the USACE decision to
approve is based on compliance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Section 404
(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part 230), and whether the permit approval is in the public
interest. The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) were developed by the U.S. EPA in
conjunction with the USACE, and allow the discharge of dredged or fill material into the
aquatic system (waters of the U.S.) only if there is no practicable alternative which would
have less adverse effects. The Guidelines state that the USACE may not issue a permit if
there is a least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) to the proposed
discharge that would have lesser effects on waters of the U.S. and not have any other
significant adverse environmental consequences. According to the Guidelines,
documentation is needed that a sequence of avoidance, minimization, and compensation
measures has been followed, in that order. The Guidelines also restrict permitting activities
that violate water quality or toxic effluent® standards, jeopardize the continued existence of
listed species, violate marine sanctuary protections, or cause “significant degradation” to
waters of the U.S. In addition, every permit from the USACE, even if not subject to the
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, must meet general requirements. See 33 CFR 320.4.

State Requirements: Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

California’s Porter-Cologne Act, enacted in 1969, provides the legal basis for water quality
regulation within California. This Act requires a “Report of Waste Discharge” for any
discharge of waste (liquid, solid, or gaseous) to land or surface waters that may impair
beneficial uses for surface and/or groundwater of the state. It predates the CWA and
regulates discharges to waters of the state. Waters of the state include more than just
waters of the U.S., such as groundwater and surface waters not considered waters of the
U.S. Additionally, it prohibits discharges of “waste” as defined and this definition is broader
than the CWA definition of “pollutant”. Discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act are

3 The U.S. EPA defines “effluent” as “wastewater, treated or untreated, that flows out of a treatment
plant, sewer, or industrial outfall.”
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permitted by Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and may be required even when the
discharge is already permitted or exempt under the CWA.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs are responsible for
establishing the water quality standards (objectives and beneficial uses) required by the
CWA, and regulating discharges to ensure compliance with the water quality standards.
Details about water quality standards in a project area are included in the applicable
RWQCB Basin Plan. In California, Regional Boards designate beneficial uses for all water
body segments in their jurisdictions, and then set criteria hecessary to protect these uses.
As a result, the water quality standards developed for particular water segments are based
on the designated use and vary depending on that use. In addition, the SWRCB identifies
waters failing to meet standards for specific pollutants. These waters are then state-listed in
accordance with CWA Section 303(d). If a state determines that waters are impaired for one
or more constituents and the standards cannot be met through point source or non-point
source controls (NPDES permits or WDRs), the CWA requires the establishment of Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). TMDLs specify allowable pollutant loads from all sources
(point, non-point, and natural) for a given watershed.

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards

The SWRCB administers water rights, sets water pollution control policy, and issues water
board orders on matters of statewide application, and oversees water quality functions
throughout the state by approving Basin Plans, TMDLs, and NPDES permits. RWCQBs are
responsible for protecting beneficial uses of water resources within their regional jurisdiction
using planning, permitting, and enforcement authorities to meet this responsibility.

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4)

Section 402(p) of the CWA requires the issuance of NPDES permits for five categories of
storm water discharges, including Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). The
U.S. EPA defines an MS4 as “any conveyance or system of conveyances (roads with
drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, human-made
channels, and storm drains) owned or operated by a state, city, town, county, or other public
body having jurisdiction over storm water, that are designed or used for collecting or
conveying storm water.” The SWRCB has identified Caltrans as an owner/operator of an
MS4 pursuant to federal regulations. The Caltrans MS4 permit covers all Caltrans rights-of-
way, properties, facilities, and activities in the state. The SWRCB or the RWQCB issues
NPDES permits for five years, and permit requirements remain active until a new permit has
been adopted.
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Caltrans MS4 Permit, Permit was adopted on September 19, 2012, and became
effective on July 1, 2013. (Order No. 2012-011-DWQ.) The permit has three basic
requirements:

1. Caltrans must comply with the requirements of the Construction General Permit
(see below);

2. Caltrans must implement a year-round program in all parts of the State to
effectively control storm water and non-storm water discharges; and

3. Caltrans storm water discharges must meet water quality standards through
implementation of permanent and temporary (construction) BMPs, to the
Maximum Extent Practicable, and other measures as the SWRCB determines to
be necessary to meet the water quality standards.

To comply with the permit, Caltrans developed the Statewide Stormwater Management Plan
(SWMP) to address storm water pollution controls related to highway planning, design,
construction, and maintenance activities throughout California. The SWMP assigns
responsibilities within Caltrans for implementing storm water management procedures and
practices as well as training, public education and participation, monitoring and research,
program evaluation, and reporting activities. The SWMP describes the minimum procedures
and practices Caltrans uses to reduce pollutants in storm water and non-storm water
discharges. It outlines procedures and responsibilities for protecting water quality, including
the selection and implementation of BMPs. The proposed project will be programmed to
follow the guidelines and procedures outlined in the latest SWMP to address storm water
runoff.

Construction General Permit

Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-009-DWQ), adopted by the SWRCB on
September 2, 2009, became effective on July 1, 2010. The permit regulates storm water
discharges from construction sites which result in a Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) of one acre or
greater, and/or are smaller sites that are part of a larger common plan of development. By
law, all storm water discharges associated with construction activity where clearing, grading,
and excavation results in soil disturbance of at least one acre must comply with the
provisions of the Construction General Permit. Construction activity that results in soil
disturbances of less than one acre is subject to this Construction General Permit if there is
potential for significant water quality impairment resulting from the activity as determined by
the RWQCB. Operators of regulated construction sites are required to develop storm water
pollution prevention plans; to implement sediment, erosion, and pollution prevention control
measures; and to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit.
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The 2009 Construction General Permit separates projects into Risk Levels 1, 2, or 3. Risk
levels are determined during the planning and design phases, and are based on potential
erosion and transport to receiving waters. Requirements apply according to the Risk Level
determined. For example, a Risk Level 3 (highest risk) project would require compulsory
storm water runoff pH and turbidity monitoring, and before construction and after
construction aquatic biological assessments during specified seasonal windows. For all
projects subject to the permit, applicants are required to develop and implement an effective
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). In accordance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications, a Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) is necessary for projects with DSA
less than one acre.

Section 401 Permitting

Under Section 401 of the CWA, any project requiring a federal license or permit that may
result in a discharge to a water of the United States must obtain a 401 Certification, which
certifies that the project will be in compliance with state water quality standards. The most
common federal permits triggering 401 Certification are CWA Section 404 permits issued by
USACE. The 401 permit certifications are obtained from the appropriate RWQCB,
dependent on the project location, and are required before USACE issues a 404 permit.

In some cases the RWQCB may have specific concerns with discharges associated with a
project. As a result, the RWQCB may issue a set of requirements known as Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) under the State Water Code (Porter-Cologne Act) that
define activities, such as the inclusion of specific features, effluent limitations, monitoring,
and plan submittals that are to be implemented for protecting or benefiting water quality.
WDRs can be issued to address both permanent and temporary discharges of a project.

Affected Environment

A Water Quality Assessment (WQA) was completed in July 2013. Yolo County has a
Mediterranean climate characterized by hot, dry summers and temperate, wet winters.
However, the county receives a marine air influence from the Delta region to the south that
moderates the temperature extremes of the Central Valley. During the summer months
(June—August), average daily high temperatures are in the mid-90s Fahrenheit (°F) and
average daily low temperatures are in the mid-50s. During the winter months (December—
February), average high temperatures are in the 50s°F and average lows are 38—40°F.
Virtually all precipitation falls as rain, between November and April in most years. Annual
rainfall typically ranges from 16 to 22 inches, and the average annual air temperature is 60—
62°F. The frost-free season is 230-280 days throughout the year (Yolo County Planning
Department 2005).
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The proposed project lies within two Undefined Hydrologic Sub Area (HSA), 511.30 &
511.20 which are in Lower Putah Creek Hydrologic Area (HA) of the Valley Putah-Cache
Hydrologic Unit (HU) in the Sacramento River Hydrologic Region (HR). The average annual
rainfall is about 19.4 inches. Cache Creek, Taylor Creek, Willow Creek, Salt Creek, Saltroy
Creek, Mass Creek, Winters Creek and Willow Slough are water bodies within the project
limits. The water bodies mentioned are seasonal and, with the exception of Cache Creek,
are not on the state’s 303(d) list of impaired water bodies.

The drainage in the project from post mile PM 20.5 to approximately PM 26.3 is carried to
Cache Creek from Taylor Creek, Mass Creek, Salt Creek, Willows Creek and Winters Creek
via sheet flow onto agricultural lands, or direct flow into road side ditches and culverts.
Cache Creek is on the 303d list of impaired waterbodies because of mercury. Drainage
from PM 26.3 to the end of the project is carried into agricultural lands, roadside ditches,
and Willow and Cottonwood sloughs.

The Cache Creek watershed and, to a significantly greater extent, the Harley Gulch and
Sulphur Creek watersheds are naturally enriched in mercury. The lowest concentration of
mercury in soil in the watershed, as observed in areas distant from mines or springs, is in
the range 0.1-0.2 mg/kg, dry weight. Regional Water Quality Control Board staff considers
0.2 mg/ kg to be the regional background mercury concentration (CalEPA 2005). The Basin
Plan also defines areas of elevated levels of total mercury, "hot spots," as areas with a
concentration of 0.4 mg/ kg or greater in the fraction of sample that passes a 0.063 mm
screen (silt and clay fractions). To control erosion of soils containing elevated levels of
mercury, these areas must first be identified for their mercury content and erosion potential.

The receiving water bodies from the storm water runoff from this project area are Cache
Creek, Taylor Creek, Willow Creek, Salt Creek, Mass Creek, Winters Creek, Willow Slough
and Cottonwood Slough. The Construction General Permit (GCP) requires Caltrans to
implement BMPs to control erosion on mercury-enriched soils (0.4 mg/kg) in the upper
watershed of Cache Creek. The following numeric allocations for acceptable annual loads
apply in the these reaches: Cache Creek (Clear Lake to North Fork confluence) 11
grams/year; North Fork Cache Creek 12.4 grams/year; Harley Gulch to Camp Haswell 0.04
grams/year; Davis Creek 0.7 grams/year; Bear Creek at Hwy 20 3 grams/year; within
channel production and ungauged tributaries 32 grams/year; and finally Cache Creek at
Yolo, California, 39 grams/year; which is the reach adjacent to this project. Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) recommends aggressive and redundant
erosion and sediment control for this area to protect beneficial uses of water bodies.

Caltrans in 2006 entered into a contract to develop a sampling program to identify locations
with elevated levels of total mercury within the highway rights-of-way, including SR-16 from
the Colusa County line to County Road 95 west of Woodland PM 0.0 to 37.5 (37.5 miles).
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Sampling activities were conducted from June 24, 2006 through July 13, 2006. A total of
195 samples and 20 duplicate samples were collected.

The study located elevated levels of total mercury in seven quarter-mile segments along SR-
16. Nearly all of the high concentration samples were very close to stream banks. Locations
or segments of potential elevated mercury within the project limits include:

Start PM | End PM | Result Notes
(mm
Hg/kg
soil)
Loc 1 20.75 0.41 Near Water; Bare soil, some erosion
20.5/21.3 present
Loc 3 28.25 0.67 Near Water; Bare soil, some erosion
28.2/31.6 present

Environmental Consequences

Potential Impact on Water Quality Standards

The proposed project would be adding approximately 32 acres of net new impervious
surface by adding 8-foot shoulders to each side of the roadway. Impervious surfaces are
mainly artificial structures, such as pavements, roads, sidewalks, driveways and parking lots
that are covered by impenetrable materials such as asphalt, concrete, and brick. Soils
compacted by development are also highly impervious. Additional impervious surfaces
result in an increase in stormwater runoff and pollutants in surrounding areas.

This additional impervious area should be relatively insignificant considering the large
watershed areas that contributes to the individual creeks. Ultimately, the storm water quality
may be improved by the proposed project with drainage improvements and implementation
of permanent treatment BMPs.

Potential for Creation of Substantial Additional Sources of Polluted Runoff

The proposed project is not expected to increase the traffic volumes in the project area and
the impact of additional aerially deposited particles on the receiving water quality is not
expected to be significant. With the proper implementation of both temporary and permanent
BMPs for stormwater treatment and control, the project as planned will not result in the
creation of a substantial source of additional polluted runoff. As mentioned in previous
sections, the proposed project design would avoid/reduce impacts to receiving waters.
Alignments were moved away from longitudinal creeks along the project to minimize impacts
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to steep slopes, wetlands, and areas with erosive or unstable soil conditions. Alignments
would be moved away from areas with steep slopes to lessen impacts and areas with
previously erosive or unstable soil conditions. Bioswales, detention basins, and rock slope
protection, would be implemented in this project design with the same intent, and would help
to increase infiltration and reduce scouring and erosion along the length of this project.

CEQA Considerations

The project as designed, and with the implementation of permanent and temporary BMPs, is
expected to have less than significant impacts to water quality and storm water runoff
pursuant to CEQA.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

To comply with the Statewide NPDES Storm Water Permit, Caltrans developed a statewide
SWMP. The SWMP describes the minimum procedures and practices that Caltrans uses to
reduce the pollutants it discharges into storm drainage systems owned or operated by
Caltrans. It outlines procedures and responsibilities for protecting water quality at Caltrans
facilities, including the selection and implementation of BMPs. This selection and
implementation of both temporary construction and permanent treatment BMPs is
conducted through the completion of a Stormwater Data Report (SWDR), which is
completed during the various stages of the design process by the project engineer. The
practices outlined in the SWMP and Statewide Storm Water Practice Guidelines ensure that
certain minimum design pollution prevention features are incorporated into projects to
maintain or improve water quality. The key elements are as follows:

e Prevent Downstream Erosion — design of drainage facilities to avoid causing or
contributing to downstream erosion. Drainage outfalls, when appropriate, will
discharge to suitable control measures.

e Stabilize Disturbed Soil Areas — design will incorporate stabilization of disturbed
areas (when appropriate) with seeding, vegetative, or other types of cover.

¢ Maximize Existing Vegetative Surfaces — design will limit footprints of cuts and fills to
minimize removal of existing vegetation.

e This project incorporates treatment BMPs to the maximum extent practicable with an
emphasis on biofiltration swales and detention basins.

e The contractor will be responsible for implementing stormwater BMPs pursuant to
Construction General Permit (CGP) and the SWPPP required by the permit to
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ensure that erosion and run-off does not contribute to additional pollutants in surface
water bodies in the vicinity of this project. Implementing BMPs will minimize soll
transportation during construction. Redundant placement of BMPs in areas that are
tributaries to Cache Creek, especially at creek crossings, or in areas with elevated
levels of mercury will provide additional protection.

e No soil disturbing work will be performed during the wet season (October 15" — April
15™). This will reduce the likelihood of discharges from the site.

e This will be a multi-year project and it will be necessary to ensure that BMPs have
been fully implemented during the wet season to stabilize slopes and prevent
erosion, especially in the vicinity of surface water bodies.

e Clearing and grubbing (digging up roots and stumps) will be done in the dry months
of the year (April 15" — October 15" to reduce the likelihood of erosion occurring
during and immediately following construction of the project. Revegetation of
disturbed surfaces will be in accordance with plans developed by a Caltrans
Landscape Architect. Preservation of existing vegetation to provide erosion and
sediment control benefits has been maximized on this project. Contract plans will
delineate ESAs to help preserve existing vegetation.

e The placement of Rock Slope Protection (RSP) to currently unstable slopes, as well
as the addition of detention basins, swales, and other stormwater design
improvements are being implemented into this project to ultimately improve the water
guality of the creeks within the project limits.

e The project shall adhere to the conditions of the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit
No. 000003 (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ), issued by the SWRCB.

e The contractor is required to prepare a SWPPP containing effective erosion and
sediment control measures. These measures must address soil stabilization
practices, sediment control practices, tracking control practices, and wind erosion
control practices. In addition, the project plan must include non-storm water controls,
waste management, and material pollution controls. It is generally accepted that
practices that perform well by themselves can be complemented by other practices
to raise the collective level of erosion control effectiveness and sediment retention.

e This project will have at least 1 acre of Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) and is subject to
the Construction General Permit. A Notification of Construction (NOC) will be
submitted to the CVRWQCB, Sacramento Office at least 30 days prior to
construction.
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e Standard Special Provision (SSP) 07-345 is a set of specifications used for projects
that disturb more than one acre of soil. SSP 07-345 would be included in the
construction specifications for this project and would clearly outline the Contractor's
responsibilities with respect to preparation and implementation of the SWPPP.

e In accordance with the MS4 NPDES general permit as directed by Caltrans SWMP
and the Project Planning and Design Guide (PPDG) an evaluation of the project
using the most recent approved evaluation guide is essential in determining if the
incorporation of permanent storm water runoff treatment measures shall be
considered for this project. This evaluation has been conducted through the
completion of a SWDR.

e This work may require the dewatering of irrigation ditches. Irrigation water is a
conditionally exempted discharge under the Caltrans permit and is not prohibited if
identified as not being sources of pollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate
control measures are developed and implemented under the SWMP to minimize the
adverse impacts of such sources. The project will coordinate with CVRWQCB
through the Caltrans NPDES coordinator to ensure any dewatering performed during
this project conforms to these (NPDES permit) provisions.

e The project will utilize and enhance existing natural biostrips and bioswales
whenever possible. Biostrips will be incorporated into the roadway design
throughout the project limits wherever gentle slopes allow. Bioswales will be
incorporated into ditch design wherever the longitudinal slope, soil conditions, proper
shape, and vegetation can be obtained.

e Caltrans will comply with all conditions listed in the 401 Certification.
Mitigation Measures

¢ No mitigation measures are required for Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.

HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS
Regulatory Setting

Hazardous materials, including hazardous substances and wastes, are regulated by many
state and federal laws. Statutes govern the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of
hazardous materials, substances, and waste, and also the investigation and mitigation of
waste releases, air and water quality, human health and land use.
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The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA). The purpose of CERCLA, often
referred to as “Superfund,” is to identify and clean up abandoned contaminated sites so that
public health and welfare are not compromised. The RCRA provides for “cradle to grave”
regulation of hazardous waste generated by operating entities. Other federal laws include:

e Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992
e Clean Water Act

e Clean Air Act

e Safe Drinking Water Act

e Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)

e Atomic Energy Act

e Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

o Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order (EO) 12088, Federal Compliance with
Pollution Control Standards, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and
control environmental pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are involved.

California regulates hazardous materials, waste, and substances under the authority of the
California Health and Safety Code and is also authorized by the federal government to
implement RCRA in the state. California law also addresses specific handling, storage,
transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup and emergency planning of
hazardous waste. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act also restricts disposal of
wastes and requires clean up of wastes that are below hazardous waste concentrations but
could impact ground and surface water quality. California regulations that address waste
management and prevention and clean up contamination include Title 22 Division 4.5
Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste, Title 23 Waters,
and Title 27 Environmental Protection.

Worker and public health and safety are key issues when addressing hazardous materials
that may affect human health and the environment. Proper management and disposal of
hazardous material is vital if it is found, disturbed, or generated during project construction.
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Affected Environment

An updated Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was prepared by Caltrans North Region
Environmental Engineering staff in January 2014. In addition, a Site Investigation (SI) was
prepared in June 2010. The ISA was based on reviews of the project plans, mapping and
previous intitial site assessments prepared in November 2007 and in January 2009.

Environmental Consequences

Caltrans determined from the Sl that hazardous levels of lead and chromium are known to
exist in the yellow color traffic stripes. Since these traffic stripes will be cold planned along
with the roadway, the levels of lead and chromium will become non-hazardous.

These grindings (which consist of the roadway material and the yellow color traffic stripes)
shall be removed and disposed of in accordance with Standard Special Provision 15-1.03B
(Residue Containing High Lead Concentration Paints) which requires a Lead Compliance
Plan (LCP).

Non-hazardous levels of lead are known to exist in the white traffic striping. As such, these
grindings shall be removed and disposed of in accordance with Standard Special Provision
(SSP) 15-1.03B (Residue Containing High Lead Concentration Paints) which requires a
Lead Compliance Plan (LCP).

Lead-contaminated soils may exist within and near Caltrans R/W due to the historical use of
leaded gasoline, leaded airline fuels, and waste incineration.

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts from hazardous waste/materials pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated with the avoidance and minimization measures.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

¢ Any R/W that is going to be acquired would be tested for potential soil contamination
prior to acquisition. Soils with non-hazardous levels of ADL may be reused within the
project limits. Soils with hazardous levels of ADL would be disposed of at an
appropriate landfill.

e SSP 15-1.03B regarding the removal of white and yellow thermoplastic paint striping
is required.
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Mitigation Measures

¢ No mitigation measures are required for Hazardous Waste/Materials.

Biological Environment
NATURAL COMMUNITIES
Regulatory Setting

This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of this
section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This section also
includes information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. Wildlife corridors are
areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. Habitat fragmentation
involves the potential for dividing sensitive habitat and thereby lessening its biological value.

Affected Environment

A Natural Environmental Study (NES) was completed in September 2014. Vegetation
communities within the study area were classified based on plant community descriptions
provided in “A Guide to Wildlife Habitats of California” (Mayer and Laudenslayer, eds,
1988), “A Manual of California Vegetation” (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995), and
“Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California” (Holland,
1986).

Annual Grassland Habitat

Annual grassland habitat occurs on the flat plains and rolling foothills of the project area.
The grasslands are dominated by introduced annual grasses, including wild oats (Avena
fatua), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), red brome
(Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), and hare barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum).

Annual grassland occurs at all three proposed work areas. Due to the grassland occuring
between the roadway and either development or active farmland it provides very limited
habitat value. There may be the presence of common wildlife but based on the findings
during field surveys the area has low habitat value.

Valley Oak Riparian Habitat

Valley oak riparian habitat in the study area is dominated by valley oak (Quercus lobata)
trees. Understory species include wild grape (Vitus californica), wild rose (Rosa californica),
Himlayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), poison
oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne), and velvet grass
(Holcus lanatus). Common herbaceous species that occur in the understory include miner’s
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lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata), white sweetclover (Melilotus alba), and common monkeyflower
(Mimulus guttatus).

Valley oak riparian habitat occurs in areas with relatively shallow water tables along natural
watercourses. Valley oaks in these forests grow in relatively dense stands, forming a well-
developed overstory canopy. The valley oak riparian habitat has one of the most complex
forest structures of any forest type in California. Valley oaks grow in a complex association
of deciduous trees such as box elder, Oregon ash, and black walnut. A dense shrub layer
of California blackberry, willow, and wild rose forms the lowest canopy level. Climbing vines
of wild grape climb occur across all of the canopy layers [Source: Yolo County Oak
Woodland Conservation and Enhancement Plan (2007)].

Wildlife species commonly associated with valley oak riparian habitat includes western toad
(Bufo boreas), pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla), western aquatic garter snake
(Thamnophis couchi), red-shoulder hawk (Buteo lineatus), Nuttall's woodpecker (Picoides
nuttallii), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), striped
skunk (Mephitis mephitis) and raccoon (Procyon lotor).

Location 1 has 3.66 acres (76 oaks) of valley oak riparian habitat along Taylor Creek within
the ESL.

At Location 2, there is Valley oak riparian habitat adjacent to the environmental study limit
(ESL) but not within the potential area of affect.

Location 3 has no Valley oak riparian habitat within the ESL.

Environmental Consequences

Annual Grassland

Annual grassland will be temporarily and permanently impacted at all three proposed work
locations. Based on the biological evaluation, these areas provide very limited habitat value.

Valley Oak Riparian Habitat

Valley Oak Riparian Habitat is limited in occurrence to Location 1. Disturbance in this area
would include the clearing of vegetation for temporary access and construction; preparation,
grading and construction of temporary access roads and staging areas, and their
subsequent extensive use by heavy equipment and trucks; falsework construction; and soil
stockpiling.
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Permanent impacts may occur as a result of roadway construction and improvements. The
maximum extent of valley oak woodland removal is 3.66 acres or 76 oak trees. Additional
trees/shrubs will potentially be removed at Location 1 (Taylor Creek). These include the
following: English walnut (Juglans regia) (approx. 47 trees), Western redbud (Cercis
occidentalis) (9), interior live oak (25), willow sp. (13), California buckeye (Aesculus
californica) (8), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) (4), California rose (3), cottonwood (Populus
deltoides) (21), blue elderberry (15), California grape (6), mugwort (Artemisia vulgaris) (4),
milkweed (Asclepias sp.) (12), Dutchmen’s pipe (Aristolochia sp.) (2), gray pine (Pinus
sabiniana) (6).

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts with mitigation to valley oak riparian habitat pursuant to CEQA
are anticipated with implentation of the following avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation
measures.

Avoidance / Minimization Measures

o Areas of Valley oak riparian habitat within the project area that are not directly
affected would be designated as ESAs on the project plans and in the project
avoidance specifications. The boundaries of the ESA would be clearly marked in the
field by the installation of a temporary fence. ESAs would be implemented as a first
order of work and will remain in place until all construction activities are complete.

¢ Removal of native vegetation would be confined to the minimal area necessary to
facilitate construction activities.

Mitigation Measures

e Mitigation to restore Valley oak riparian habitat will be performed as identified in the
Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement in coordination with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife to compensate for the loss of Valley oak riparian
habitat, regulated under sections 1600-1616 of the Fish and Game Code.

e Upon completion of project construction, the loss of 76 valley oak trees at Taylor
Creek would be mitigated on-site within Caltrans right-of-way. If planting cannot be
accomplished on-site due to placement of Rock Slope Protection (RSP)/armouring
along banks in stream area, or if there is a general lack of suitable planting area,
offsite mitigation options would be pursued.

o Disturbed areas will be re-contoured to the natural grade and re-vegetated with
Valley oak seedlings and other native species appropriate for the site conditions.

62



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS
Regulatory Setting

Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At the
federal level, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, more commonly referred to as the
Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1344), is the primary law regulating wetlands and surface
waters. One purpose of the CWA is to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. include navigable waters,
interstate waters, territorial seas and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign
commerce. To classify wetlands for the purposes of the CWA, a three-parameter approach
is used that includes the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland
hydrology, and hydric soils (soils formed during saturation/inundation). All three parameters
must be present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a
jurisdictional wetland under the CWA.

Section 404 of the CWA establishes a regulatory program that provides that discharge of
dredged or fill material cannot be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less
damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s waters would be significantly
degraded. The Section 404 permit program is run by the USACE with oversight by the U.S.
EPA.

The USACE issues two types of 404 permits: General and Standard permits. There are two
types of General permits: Regional permits and Nationwide permits. Regional permits are
issued for a general category of activities when they are similar in nature and cause minimal
environmental effect. Nationwide permits are issued to allow a variety of minor project
activities with no more than minimal effects.

Ordinarily, projects that do not meet the criteria for a Nationwide Permit may be permitted
under one of USACE’s Standard permits. There are two types of Standard permits:
Individual permits and Letters of Permission. For Standard permits, the USACE decision to
approve is based on compliance with the U.S. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40CFR
Part 230), and whether permit approval is in the public interest. The Section 404 (b)(1)
Guidelines (Guidelines) were developed by the U.S. EPA in conjunction with the USACE,
and allow the discharge of dredged or fill material into the aquatic system (waters of the
U.S.) only if there is no practicable alternative which would have less adverse effects. The
Guidelines state that the USACE may not issue a permit if there is a LEDPA to the proposed
discharge that would have lesser effects on waters of the U.S., and not have any other
significant adverse environmental consequences.
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The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) also regulates the activities
of federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, this EO states that a federal
agency, such as the FHWA and/or Caltrans, as assigned, cannot undertake or provide
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds: 1)
that there is no practicable alternative to the construction and 2) the proposed project
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm.

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB), the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In certain circumstances, the Coastal
Commission (or Bay Conservation and Development Commission or Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency) may also be involved. Sections 1600-1607 of the California Fish and
Game Code require any agency that proposes a project that will substantially divert or
obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake
to notify CDFW before beginning construction. If CDFW determines that the project may
substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement will be required. CDFW jurisdictional limits are usually defined by the tops of the
stream or lake banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. Wetlands
under jurisdiction of the USACE may or may not be included in the area covered by a
Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained from the CDFW.

The RWQCBs were established under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to
oversee water quality. Discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act are permitted by Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and may be required even when the discharge is already
permitted or exempt under the CWA. In compliance with Section 401 of the CWA, the
RWQCBSs also issue water quality certifications for activities which may result in a discharge
to waters of the U.S. This is most frequently required in tandem with a Section 404 permit
request. Please see the Water Quality section for additional details.

Affected Environment

An NES and a Wetland Delineation were completed in September 2014. All potentially
jurisdictional wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the State, were identified and
mapped according to provisions of sections 401 and 404 of the CWA and sections 1600-
1616 of the California Fish and Wildlife Code.

Wetlands

One potentially jurisdictional wetland was identified within the ESL, which occurs at Location
3, South Fork Willow Slough, near Oakdale Ranch Lane on the northside of the highway.
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The area within the ESL is approximately 0.04 acres. This wetland occurs on the channel
banks of South Fork Willow Slough. This slough carries agricultural water which it receives
from Winters Canal (outside of project limits) and supports seasonal flows through
agricultural fields. The slough also conveys irrigation runoff from adjacent farmlands and
receives stormwater from agricultural ditches.

Vegetation in this wetland area consists of sandbar willow (Salix exigua), broad-leaved
cattail (Typha latifolia), willow weed (Polygonum lapathifolium), rusty flatsedge (Cyperus
odoratus), and cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium). Adjacent uplands vegetation includes milk
thistle (Silybum marianum), yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), wild radish (Raphanus
sativas), and black mustard (Brassica nigra).

There are five potentially non-jurisdictional wetlands within Location 3. These are man-
made agricultural ditches created in upland areas that carry irrigation water to crops, and
contain wetland characteristics because they serve to convey water from one place to
another. The total acreage is 1.25 acres.

Other Waters

Surface water systems in the project area consist of several ephemeral or intermittent
tributaries to Cache Creek.

Taylor Creek is considered other waters as it does not meet the criteria of wetlands. There
is approximately 0.71 acre of waters associated with Taylor Creek within the ESL. Taylor
creek does have Valley oak riparian habitat associated with its banks and high flow areas.
The creek itself has limited habitat value and a lack of fish species because it is an
ephemeral stream that does not provide appropriate aquatic resources.

The other water feature located at South Fork Willow Slough was historically a natural creek
that has been channelized to convey precipitation and groundwater during the rainy season
and irrigation flows during the growing season.

Environmental Consequences

There are no wetland features in Locations 1 or 2.

Within Location 3, construction of the proposed project would permanently impact
approximately 0.04 acre of potentially jurisdictional wetlands in South Fork Willow Slough
and approximately 1.25 acres of potentially non-jurisdictional wetlands that are Waters of
the State in five agricultural ditch locations. There will be temporary impacts to
approximately 0.28 acre of potentially jurisdictional wetlands. Temporary impacts would
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occur along the banks of the previously mentioned agricultural ditches as these ditches are
being replaced in-kind immediately adjacent to their current locations.

Other Waters

Temporary impacts to approximately 0.28 acres of potentially jurisdictional wetlands, and
temporary disturbance to approximately 2.75 acres of jurisdictional other waters of the U.S.
would occur.

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts with mitigation to wetlands and other waters pursuant to CEQA
are anticipated. However, mitigation is required under the Section 404 USACE permit to
compensate for the loss of wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

e Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, or wetlands, RWQCB-
approved physical barriers adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of sediment
into these systems would be constructed and maintained between working areas and
streams and wetlands. During construction of the barriers, discharge of sediment
into streams would be held to a minimum. Discharge would be contained through
the use of RWQCB-approved measures to keep sediment from entering protected
waters.

e Oily or greasy substances originating from the Contractor’s operations would not be
allowed to enter or be placed where they will later enter tributary waters.

e Asphalt concrete would not be allowed to enter tributary waters.

e Wetlands, other waters of the U.S., and waters of the state would be delineated as
ESAs on the project plans and in the project specifications. The boundaries of the
ESA would be clearly marked in the field by the installation of a temporary fence.
ESAs would be implemented as a first order of work and would remain in place until
all construction activities are complete.

Mitigation Measures

e If necessary, mitigation for jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. would
be performed to achieve no net loss of the functions and values within the study area
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in accordance with the USACE Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal
Guidelines (1991) and the Guidelines for Monitoring Riparian Mitigation (1994).

e The proposed project would permanently impact approximately 0.04 acre of
potentially jurisdictional wetlands which would be mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio by
creating wetlands as part of the pending consultation with USACE. The proposed
project would also have indirect impacts to approximately 0.28 acre of potentially
jurisdictional wetlands of the US, which would be mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio by
restoring wetlands as part of the pending consultation with USACE.

e The proposed project would permanently impact approximately 0.98 acre of other
waters of the U.S., and approximately 1.43 acres of waters of the State in Taylor
Creek and a portion of South Fork Willow Slough, which would be mitigated on-site
at a 1:1 ratio by creating vegetated buffers along the other impacted waterways in
the study area. Temporary disturbance to 2.75 acres of jurisdictional other waters of
the U.S. and waters of the State would also occur and those impacts would be
mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio by restoring vegetated buffers along disturbed
waterways.

PLANT SPECIES
Regulatory Setting

The USFWS and CDFW have regulatory responsibility for the protection of special-status
plant species. “Special-status” species are selected for protection because they are rare
and/or subject to population and habitat declines. Special status is a general term for
species that are afforded varying levels of regulatory protection. The highest level of
protection is given to threatened and endangered species; these are species that are
formally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).
Please see the Threatened and Endangered Species Section in this document for detailed
information regarding these species.

This section of the document discusses all the other special-status plant species, including
CDFW species of special concern, USFWS candidate species, and California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) rare and endangered plants.

The regulatory requirements for FESA can be found at 16 USC, Section 1531, et seq. See
also 50 CFR Part 402. The regulatory requirements for CESA can be found at California
Fish and Wildlife Code, Section 2050, et seq. Department projects are also subject to the
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Native Plant Protection Act, found at California Fish and Wildlife Code, Section 1900-1913,
and CEQA, PRC, Sections 2100-21177.

Affected Environment

An NES was completed in September 2014. In order to comply with the provisions of
various state environmental statutes and executive orders, the study area or ESA was field
reviewed to 1) identify habitat types; 2) identify factors indicating the potential for special
status plant species; 3) identify special status plant species present; and 4) identify potential
impacts resulting from the proposed project.

The following information was studied as part of the environmental review process for
special status plant species:

= California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) Records
e CDFW BIOS Database

o California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Database

Field surveys were conducted by Caltrans biologists on December 14, 2012, and May 3,
August 23, and November 19, 2013. The most current USFWS species list for the proposed
project was obtained on June 3, 2015.

Environmental Consequences

Neither the biological databases nor the field study reports indicate that any special status
plant species are present within the project. Agricultural fields are the most abundant cover
type, and occur within the ESL at all three project locations. Various crops such as canning
tomatoes, sunflowers, whet, corn, safflower, almonds, walnuts, grain and alfalfa are rotated
throughout the year. Croplands are generally associated with orchards, vineyards and rural
residential residential areas. Pastures are interspersed with adjacent cropland and orchards
and consist of perennial grasses and legumes planted on flat and gently rolling terrain for
livestock.

The proposed project would have no effect on any special status plant species.
CEQA Considerations

No impacts to special status plants pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

¢ There are no avoidance,minimization and/or mitigation measures proposed for plant
species.

ANIMAL SPECIES
Regulatory Setting

Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The USFWS, the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries
Service) and the CDFW are responsible for implementing these laws. This section discusses
potential impacts and permit requirements associated with animals not listed or proposed for
listing under the federal or state Endangered Species Act. Species listed or proposed for
listing as threatened or endangered are discussed in the Threatened and Endangered
Species Section below. All other special-status animal species are discussed here,
including CDFW fully protected species and species of special concern, and USFWS or
NOAA Fisheries Service candidate species.

Federal laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following:
¢ National Environmental Policy Act

e Migratory Bird Treaty Act

e Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

State laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following:

e California Environmental Quality Act

e Sections 1600 — 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code

e Sections 4150 and 4152 of the California Fish and Game Code
Affected Environment

An NES was completed in September 2014. In order to comply with the provisions of
various State environmental statutes and executive orders, the ESA was field reviewed to 1)
identify factors indicating the potential for special status animal species; 2) identify special
status animal species present; and 3) identify potential impacts resulting from the proposed
project.
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The following information was analyzed as part of the environmental review process for
special status animal species:

= California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) Records
e CDFW BIOS Database

Field surveys were conducted by Caltrans biologists on December 14, 2012, and May 3,
August 23, and November 19, 2013. The most current USFWS species list for the proposed
project was obtained on June 3, 2015.

Western Red Bat

Western red bats (Lasiurus blossevillii) are one species of several in the genus Lasiurus that
are commonly referred to as "tree bats" because they roost only in tree foliage. The western
red bat is also known as the desert red bat. This species is a typical tree bat, which is
closely associated with cottonwoods in riparian areas at elevations below 6,500 feet.
Especially favored roosts are found where leaves form a dense canopy above and branches
do not obstruct the bats' flyway below. Western red bats are also known to roost in orchards,
especially in the Sacramento Valley of California. Despite their bright amber color, these
bats are actually rather camoflaged, resembling dead leaves when they curl up in their furry
tail membranes to sleep.

Bats typically feed along forest edges, in small clearings, or around street-lights where they
prefer moths. It is not known exactly where desert red bats hibernate, though they may
burrow into leaf litter or dense grass like their eastern counterparts, and they do move to
milder coastal areas in the Pacific Northwest. Although largely undocumented, desert red
bats appear to have declined markedly in the West due to the loss of lowland riparian
forests (Bat Conservation International, 2013). These bats do have the potential to occur in
the project area.

Structure Nesting/Roosting Species/Bats

Existing bridges and box culverts within the study area provide suitable habitat for structure
nesting/roosting species such as migratory swallows and some species of bats such as the
Mexican free tailed (Tadarida brasiliensis), little brown (Myotis lucifugus), pallid (Antrozous
pallidus), and big brown (Eptesicus fuscus).

The cliff swallow is a fairly common migratory bird species that forms large nesting colonies
on box culverts and bridges. When access to suitable habitat is prevented at one colony,
cliff swallows leave the area and join nesting colonies elsewhere. Suitable habitat for cliff
swallows is widely available in and around the project area, and there are numerous nesting
colonies in the Central Valley.
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This species has been observed at both of the South Fork Willow Slough Bridges, one
within Location 3, and the other just east of the project limits. Other bridges along this
section of SR-16 that provide appropriate nesting habitat for this species include bridges
over Salt Creek, Saltroy Creek, and Willow Creek; however, these are not within the project
limits.

Migratory Birds-Vegetation Nesting Species

Migratory birds including the black phoebe were detected in the project area. Other
migratory birds have the potential to nest in the project area.

Burrowing Owl

The burrowing owl is a California species of special concern. Burrowing owls prefer open,
dry grassland and deserts. The nesting season is between February 1 and August 31.
Nests are typically located in abandoned rodent burrows, particularly California ground
squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), which they modify each year. Burrowing owls forage in
open grassland areas adjacent to nest sites. The species have also been documented in
open areas near human habitation, especially airports and golf courses. The Central Valley
and surrounding foothill regions of California provide year-round habitat for burrowing owl.

Annual grassland habitat, agricultural fields (cropland), and orchard-vineyard habitat
within/adjacent to the project area could provide potential suitable foraging and nesting
habitat for burrowing owls. While the project limits could provide potential habitat for this
species, the amount and quality of habitat is not high.

Environmental Consequences

Western Red Bat

No western red bats were observed within the study area during surveys. As this species
has numerous foraging and breeding resources immediately adjacent to project limits, no
further surveys were conducted.

Migratory Birds-Vegetation Nesting Species

While vegetation-nesting species have the potential to occur within the project area, the
proposed project is not expected to have an adverse effect on these species with the
implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures.
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Structure Nesting/Roosting Species/Bats

Existing bridges and box culverts within the study area provide suitable habitat for structure
nesting/roosting species such as migratory swallows and some species of bats such as the
Mexican free-tailed (Tadarida brasiliensis), little brown (Myotis lucifugus), pallid (Antrozous
pallidus), and big brown (Eptesicus fuscus).

The cliff swallow is a fairly common migratory bird species that forms large nesting colonies
on box culverts and bridges. When access to suitable habitat is prevented at one colony,
cliff swallows leave the area and join nesting colonies elsewhere. Suitable habitat for cliff
swallows is widely available in and around the project area, and there are numerous nesting
colonies in the Central Valley. This species has been observed at both of the South Fork
Willow Slough Bridges. One is located within Location 3, and the other bridge is located just
outside of project limits to the east. Other bridges along this section of SR 16, but not within
project limits, that provide appropriate nesting habitat for this species include Salt Creek
Bridge, Saltroy Creek Bridge, and Willow Creek Bridge.

Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owls were not detected in the study area during field surveys, and the CNDDB
(2014) search provided no records for burrowing owls occurring in the study area. While
potential suitable habitat could be present within project limits, the habitat available would be
a minimal amount, and not of high quality. It would be unlikely that this species would occur
within project limits.

CEQA Considerations
Less than significant impacts to western red bats pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

Less than significant impacts to migratory birds-vegetation nesting species pursuant
to CEQA are anticipated.

Less than significant impacts to tri-colored blackbirds pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated.

Less than significant impacts to structure nesting/roosting migratory birds and bats
pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

Less than significant impacts to borrowing owls pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.
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Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Structure Nesting/Roosting Species/Bats

e To avoid potential impacts to nesting swallows or roosting bats, exclusionary devices
would be installed where feasible to prevent nesting or roosting on box culverts and
bridges within the project area. The installation of the exclusionary devices would
occur during the fall or winter after fledging and before initiation of breeding activities
(between September 15t and February 14™M). A biological monitor would periodically
inspect the exclusionary devices to ensure effectiveness.

¢ Nest removal is another method of preventing structure nesting/roosting species.
CDFW considers February 15 to September 1 to be the swallow nesting season.
Old nests or nests under construction would be washed down with water or knocked
down with a pole. Swallows are strongly attracted to old nests or to the remnants of
deteriorated nests, so all traces of mud would need to be removed. Because cliff
swallows persistently rebuild nests for most of the breeding season, the nest removal
method would require many consecutive days to prevent them from nesting using
this method.

Migratory Birds-Vegetation Nesting Species

¢ Removal of native vegetation would be confined to the minimal area necessary to
facilitate construction activities.

e Vegetation removal on the project site will be conducted between September 1% and
February 14", outside of the nesting season (generally) for most migratory bird
species in the project area. If vegetation removal must take place outside of this
period, a qualified biologist would conduct pre-construction surveys for active bird
nests within 0.25 mile of all construction activities. These surveys would be
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of
construction. If construction activities are delayed or suspended for more than 30
days after the pre-construction survey, the areas would be resurveyed. If no active
bird nests are found, no further measures are necessary. If active bird nests are
identified, construction activities within 500 feet of these areas would be postponed
until USFWS and/or CDFW have been consulted, or after the nesting season, or until
after a qualified biologist has determined the young have fledged and are
independent of the nest site. No known active nests would be disturbed without
permit or other authorization from the USFWS and/or the CDFW.
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Structure Nesting/Roosting Species/Bats

e To avoid potential impacts to nesting swallows or roosting bats, exclusionary devices
would be installed where feasible to prevent nesting or roosting on box culverts and
bridges within the project area. The installation of the exclusionary devices would
occur during the fall or winter after fledging and before initiation of breeding activities
(between September 15t and February 14™M). A biological monitor would periodically
inspect the exclusionary devices to ensure effectiveness.

o Nest removal is another method of preventing structure nesting/roosting species.
CDFW considers February 15 to September 1 to be the swallow nesting season.
Old nests or nests under construction would be washed down with water or knocked
down with a pole. Swallows are strongly attracted to old nests or to the remnants of
deteriorated nests, so all traces of mud would need to be removed. Because cliff
swallows persistently rebuild nests for most of the breeding season, the nest removal
method would require many consecutive days to prevent them from nesting using
this method.

Burrowing Owl

e The avoidance and minimization measures for migratory birds would be applied to
minimize the potential to impact the burrowing owls that may inhabit the project area
prior to construction.

Mitigation Measures

e There are no mitigation measures proposed for these species.
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
Regulatory Setting

The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA): 16 USC Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 CFR Part 402.
This act and later amendments provide for the conservation of endangered and threatened
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal
agencies, such as the FHWA, are required to consult with the USFWS and the NOAA
Fisheries Service to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing
actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or adversely
modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is defined as geographic locations critical
to the existence of a threatened or endangered species. The outcome of consultation under
Section 7 may include a Biological Opinion with an Incidental Take statement, a Letter of
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Concurrence and/or documentation of a No Effect finding. Section 3 of FESA defines take
as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect or any attempt at
such conduct.”

California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered Species
Act (CESA), California Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq. CESA emphasizes early
consultation to avoid potential impacts to rare, endangered, and threatened species and to
develop appropriate planning to offset project-caused losses of listed species populations
and their essential habitats. The CDFW is the agency responsible for implementing CESA.
Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits "take" of any species determined to be
an endangered species or a threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish
and Game Code as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or Kkill." CESA allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful development projects;
for these actions an incidental take permit is issued by the CDFW. For species listed under
both the FESA and CESA requiring a Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the FESA, the
CDFW may also authorize impacts to CESA species by issuing a Consistency
Determination under Section 2080.1 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Another federal law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of
1976, was established to conserve and manage fishery resources found off the coast, as
well as anadromous species and Continental Shelf fishery resources of the United States,
by exercising (A) sovereign rights for the purposes of exploring, exploiting, conserving, and
managing all fish within the exclusive economic zone established by Presidential
Proclamation 5030, dated March 10, 1983, and (B) exclusive fishery management authority
beyond the exclusive economic zone over such anadromous species, Continental Shelf
fishery resources, and fishery resources in special areas.

Affected Environment

An NES was completed in September 2014. In order to comply with the provisions of
various State and Federal environmental statutes and executive orders, the study area or
ESA was field reviewed to 1) identify habitat types; 2) identify factors indicating the potential
for threatened and endangered species; 3) identify threatened and endangered species
present; and 4) identify potential impacts resulting from the proposed project.

The following information was analyzed as part of the environmental review process for
threatened and endangered species:

= California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) Records
e CDFW BIOS Database
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Field reviews were conducted by Caltrans biologists on December 14, 2012, and May 3,
August 23, and November 19, 2013. The most current USFWS species list for the proposed
project was obtained on September 22, 2014.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) (or VELB) is
federally listed as a threatened species (FR 45:52803). The VELB occurs in remnants of
riparian and elderberry savanna habitats in the Central Valley and foothill locations. The
VELB larvae feed solely on elderberry shrubs (Sambucus spp.). The larvae are woodborers
and feed internally in the roots and main stems of elderberry. Elderberry shrubs stems that
are greater than 1.0 inch in diameter at ground level are required for the beetle to complete
its life cycle. Adults feed on the flowers and foliage of elderberry. Adult beetles are active
when the elderberry is in flower, usually between mid-March through mid-June. Adult
beetles have generally been observed in areas where there is other associated riparian
vegetation, especially larger trees. The beetle prefers riparian habitat in the valley with
dominant plant species including cottonwood, sycamore, valley oak, and willow, with an
understory of elderberry shrubs (USFWS 1991). There is potential for VELB to occur in the
project area.

Within the study areas, Valley oak riparian habitat along Taylor Creek (Location 1), and non-
riparian habitat in Location 2 support elderberry shrubs, which provide suitable habitat for
the VELB. Sixteen closely grouped elderberry shrubs were identified within the study area in
Locations 1 and 2, but no elderberry shrubs were observed within project limits in Location
3. No VELB were observed during surveys, however, old exit holes were observed in four
shrubs at Taylor Creek.

Giant Garter Snake

The giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) (GGS) is federally and state listed as
threatened. The GGS feeds primarily on small fishes, tadpoles, and frogs. Habitat
requirements consist of adequate water during the snake’s active season (early-spring
through mid-fall) to provide food and cover; emergent, herbaceous wetland vegetation,
such as cattails and bulrushes, for escape cover and foraging habitat during the active
season; grassy banks and openings in waterside vegetation for basking; and higher
elevation uplands for cover and refuge from flood waters during the snake’s dormant season
in the winter. The GGS occurs in agricultural wetlands and other waterways such as
irrigation and drainage canals, sloughs, ponds, small lakes, low gradient streams, and
adjacent uplands in the Central Valley (CDFW 2000; USFWS 2003).
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The GGS occupies small mammal burrows and other soil crevices above prevailing flood
elevations throughout its winter dormancy period. The breeding season extends through
March and April, and females give birth to live young from late July through early September
(USFWS 2003).

Historically, the range of the GGS consisted of the San Joaquin Valley from the vicinity of
Sacramento and Antioch southward to Buena Vista and the Tulare Lake Basin. The current
distribution extends from near Chico, Butte County, to the vicinity of Burrel, Fresno County
(CDFW 2000).

Waterways within the study area include: Taylor Creek, South Fork Willow Slough, and
minor irrigation drainage ditches. Of these, only South Fork Willow Slough and an
associated irrigation drainage ditch provide suitable GGS habitat within the study area.
Taylor Creek conveys storm water runoff during the rainy season only and does not contain
water during the active period of the GGS.

Biological studies identified and mapped 0.61 acre of suitable GGS habitat within the study
area. There is potential for GGS to occur in the project area, though no GGS were detected
during field surveys.

Yolo is among the 11 counties where the GGS is still presumed to occur. Within the Yolo
Basin, Willow Slough provides suitable habitat for the GGS. The CNDDB database search
did not provide any records of occurrence in the Brooks, Esparto, or Madison quadrangles
or in the South Fork Willow Slough. The nearest known occurrences are located 15 miles
east outside the study area in Willow Slough southeast of Woodland, and in Willow Slough
Bypass northeast of Davis.

Swainson’s Hawk

The Swainson’s hawk is a migratory bird protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. In California, it is a listed threatened species.

Swainson’s hawks typically nest in tall, densely covered trees located adjacent to suitable
foraging habitat. Trees most commonly used in the Central Valley include valley oak,
Fremont cottonwood, walnut, and large willows (Salix sp.) (Estep 1989). Nest trees are
most commonly located in riparian woodlands adjacent to open grassland or agricultural
lands. Nests may also be located in roadside trees and in isolated trees or clumps of trees
in open terrain. The location of the nest site adjacent to suitable foraging habitat appears to
be one of the most important criteria for occupancy of the nest territory (Estep 1989).
Swainson’s hawks exhibit a high rate of nest territory re-occupancy. However, use of
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alternative nests within the territory is common. Swainson’s hawk may use an alternate nest
in a different tree or, less often, may construct a new nest in the same tree.

Swainson’s hawks breed from southern Canada, through the western U.S., and into
northern Mexico. In California, Swainson’s hawk were once found throughout lowland
California and were absent from only the Sierra Nevada, north coast ranges, Klamath
Mountains, and portions of the desert region of the state (Grinnell and Miller 1986). Nesting
pairs of Swainson’s hawks have been greatly reduced throughout much of this historic
range. Currently, nesting territories are restricted to portions of the Central Valley and Great
Basin regions of the state (Estep 1989). Swainson’s hawks arrive in California between
early and mid-March to begin breeding activities.

The selection of foraging habitat by the Swainson’s hawk is considered to be a function of
prey density as well as prey availability. Alfalfa is considered to be one of the more favorable
cultivated foraging habitats, largely due to the sequence of monthly mowing and weekly
flood irrigation that makes it a crop type of high prey availability for the duration of the
breeding season. Newly disked fields, fallow fields, dry-land pasture, beets, tomatoes, and
irrigated pasture have also been identified as preferred cover types. Rangelands, riparian
systems, vineyards, orchards, oak woodlands, cotton, asparagus, onion fields, and
developed areas are seldom used for foraging.

Swainson’s hawks have been observed foraging in fields adjacent to Location 3 of the
proposed project, and CNDDB records indicates the presence of Swainson’s hawk nests
within 1 mile of the proposed project. Swainson’s Hawk nesting surveys will be conducted
during breeding season prior to the beginning of construction activities.

Tricolored Blackbird

The tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) is currently listed as endangered under the
California endangered species act as of December 2014. They are common locally
throughout the Central Valley (Zeiner et al. 1990). Tricolored blackbirds breed near fresh
water, preferably in emergent wetland habitat containing tall, dense cattails or tules; they
also breed in thickets of willow, blackberry, wild rose, and tall herbs (Zeiner et al. 1990).
This species feeds in grassland and cropland habitats, mostly on insects and spiders,
seeds, and cultivated grains (i.e., rice and oats), and forages on ground in croplands, grassy
fields, flooded lands, and along pond edges (Zeiner et al. 1990).

Their nests are located over or near fresh water, typically in emergent wetland habitat or
hidden nearby on the ground among low vegetation. The nests are composed of mud and
plant materials. The tricolored blackbird is a highly colonial species. Suitable nesting
habitat must be large enough to support a minimum colony of about 50 pairs. The nesting
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colonies are vulnerable to massive nest destruction by mammalian and avian predators,
including Swainson’s hawks (Zeiner et al. 1990).

Cropland, orchard-vineyard, valley oak riparian, and fresh emergent wetland habitats may
provide suitable foraging habitats for the tricolored blackbird. These blackbirds have the
potential to occur in the project area for foraging purposes, but it does not provide
appropriate nesting habitat for this species.

Environmental Consequences

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Potential impacts to the VELB could occur due to the direct removal or modification of 16
elderberry shrubs (86 stems over 1 inch at ground level) as a result of construction in
Locations 1 and 2.

Construction of the project at Location 1 would remove a total of approximately 15
elderberry shrubs containing 82 stems that are 1.0 inch or greater in diameter at ground
level. Four of the elderberry shrubs had exit holes (see table below). Work at location 2,
near CR-82B, would directly impact one shrub with four stems over one inch at ground level.
No exit holes were observed.

Indirect effects would include the clearing of vegetation for temporary access and
construction; preparation, grading and construction of temporary access roads and staging
areas, and their subsequent extensive use by heavy equipment and trucks; falsework
construction; and soil stockpiling. These actions could temporarily impact 3 of the elderberry
shrubs included in the Location 1 count, which are located within the project study limits.

Potential indirect effects to the VELB would include potential physiological stress to the
beetle and lowered reproduction rates. Potential indirect effects to the VELB may be
experienced during construction activities that could cause disruption of normal behavior
patterns or result in avoidance of habitat by the VELB.

Caltrans determined that the proposed project could affect the VELB and submitted a
Biological Assessment (BA) to USFWS based on the build alternative. Caltrans is currently
in consultation with the USFWS and an approved Biological Opinion (BO) is expected in
Winter of 2015. The most recent elderberry shrub count was conducted on November 17,
2013 to look for any new elderberry shrubs in the study area. No new occurrences were
observed.
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Potential Impacts to Suitable VELB Habitat

_ elderberry shrubs
Project Segment (and stems) affected
Location 1 15 (82)
Location 2 1(4)
16 shrubs
Totals (86 stems)

Giant Garter Snake

Caltrans is currently in consultation with the USFWS and an a approved Biological Opinion
(BO) is expected in Winter of 2015.

Construction would directly impact approximately 0.61 acre of GGS habitat (0.27 acre of
aquatic habitat (South Fork Willow Slough) and 0.34 acre (roadside ditch) of upland habitat).
These impacts would be classed as ‘Level 1’ effect category in the USFWS 1997
“Programmatic Biological Opinion on the Effects of Small Highway Projects on the
Threatened Giant Garter Snake in Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano,
Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties, California (Snake Programmatic Consultation)”.

Caltrans is currently in consultation with the CDFW and an application for a 2081 permit will
be submited prior to construction if needed. All conditions of the BO and 2081 permit would
be adhered to.

Swainson’s Hawk

Potential impacts to the Swainson’s hawk consists of the direct removal or modification of
suitable habitat. Project construction would result in approximately 30.82 acres of potential
impacts to foraging habitat, however, abundant foraging and nesting habitat is directly
adjacent to the project limits. No nesting trees were observed within project limits during field
surveys. If a nesting tree is discovered prior to construction, a Section 2081 Incidental Take
Permit from CDFW would be obtained prior to construction to authorize the incidental take of
the Swainson’s hawk should project construction disturb the birds and cause them to
potentially abandon their young.

Tricolored Blackbird

Tricolored blackbirds were not observed in the study area during field surveys. Results of
field surveys indicate that while there may be a small amount of potential foraging habitat for
this species. In addition, this species has not been observed within project limits per
CNDDB 2014 records, and it is unlikely they would occur within project limits.
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CEQA Considerations

With mitigation, less than significant impacts to the valley elderberry longhorn beetle
pursuant to CEQA are anticipated.

With mitigation, less than significant impacts to the giant garter snake pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

o Before initiation of any vegetation removal, grading, or any other ground-disturbing
activities, a qualified biologist would conduct mandatory worker awareness training
for all construction personnel. The awareness training would provide information on
how to avoid impacts to biological resources, particularly special-status species. The
training would also inform workers of the penalties for not complying with mitigation
requirements. If new construction personnel are subsequently added to the project,
they too would receive the training.

¢ Prior to any ground-disturbing activities associated with the project, Caltrans shall
install 20 feet of 4-foot-tall temporary, plastic mesh construction ESA fence where
possible, from the driplines of elderberry shrubs that are not to be removed. The
fencing is intended to prevent encroachment by construction vehicles and personnel.
The exact location of the fencing would be determined by a qualified biologist, with
the goal of protecting VELB habitat. The fencing would be strung tightly on posts set
at a maximum interval of ten feet. The fencing will be installed in a way that prevents
equipment from enlarging the work area beyond what is necessary to complete the
work. The fencing would be checked and maintained weekly until all construction is
completed.

e A sign would mark this buffer zone and state the following ‘This is habitat of the
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a threatened species, and must not be disturbed.
This species is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
Violators are subject to prosecution, fines and imprisonment’. The fencing and a
note reflecting this condition would be shown on the construction plans. Signs would
be legible from a distance of 20 feet and must be maintained for the duration of
construction.

81



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Giant Garter Snake

Construction activity within suitable habitat would be conducted between May 1 and
October 1 to minimize impacts to this species. This is the active period for giant
garter snakes and thus direct mortality is lessened because snakes are expected to
actively move and avoid danger.

Clearing would be confined to the minimal area necessary to facilitate construction
activities. Fencing and signs would designate avoided giant garter snake habitat
within or adjacent to the project area as an ESA.

Construction personnel would receive USFWS-approved worker environmental
awareness training. This training instructs workers to recognize giant garter snakes
and their habitat(s).

Twenty-four hours prior to construction activities, the project area would be surveyed
for GGS. Surveys of the project area would be repeated if a two-week or greater
lapse in construction activity occurs. If a GGS is encountered during construction,
activities would cease until appropriate corrective measures have been completed or
it has been determined that the giant garter snake will not be harmed. Any sightings
and any incidental take would be reported to the USFWS and CDFW immediately by
telephone.

Any dewatered habitat shall remain dry for at least 15 consecutive days after April
15" and prior to excavating or filling of the dewatered habitat.

After completion of construction activities, any temporary fill and construction debris
would be removed and, wherever feasible, disturbed areas restored to pre-project
conditions. Restoration work may include such activities as replanting species
removed from banks or replanting emergent vegetation in the active channel.

Swainson’s Hawk

If there are any new nest trees within the project limits prior to construction, they
would be designated as ESAs and would be delineated on the project plans and in
the project specifications. The boundaries of the ESA would be clearly marked in the
field by the installation of a temporary fence. ESAs would be implemented as a first
order of work and will remain in place until all construction activities are complete.

Before initiation of any vegetation removal, grading, or any other ground-disturbing
activities, a qualified biologist would conduct mandatory worker awareness training
for all construction personnel. The awareness training would provide information on
how to avoid impacts to biological resources, particularly special-status species. The
training would also inform workers of the penalties for not complying with mitigation
requirements. If new construction personnel are subsequently added to the project,
they too would receive the training.
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¢ Removal of native vegetation would be confined to the minimal area necessary to
facilitate construction activities.

e The avoidance and minimization measures (tree removal during non-nesting season)
for migratory birds would be applied to minimize the potential to impact nesting
Swainson’s hawk.

e Monitoring for Swainson’s hawk would take place as appropriate during construction
from March to September.

Tricolored Blackbird

¢ The avoidance and minimization measures for migratory birds would be applied to
minimize the potential to impact the tricolored blackbird. If this species is observed,
appropriate resource agencies would be coordinated with.

Mitigation Measures

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle

Caltrans would purchase credits sufficient to compensate for the impacts to 250 elderberry
shrubs, and an additional 290 associated native plantings from a USFWS approved
conservation bank that services the proposed project area. Credits are purchased via VELB
“‘units.” Each unit translates to 10 credits, five for seedlings and five for associated species.
Eighty units from a bank would compensate for 800 seedlings and associated species.

Compensatory Mitigation to Offset Project Impacts to Suitable VELB habitat

Exit
_ Stem Number Pl_rggzt Elderb_erry Elderb_erry AS,\SIZf[:i'\"j;ed Assoc_iated
Location | . of Stems Seedling Seedling Native
LEITEC]S Impacted on Ratio Plantings P! Plantings
Shrub Ratio
(YIN)
1m3" 4 No 1:1 4 1:1 4
0 Yes 2:1 0 2:1 0
Non- 35 0 No 2:1 0 1:1 0
Riparian 0 Yes 4:1 0 2:1 0
S 57 0 No 31 0 11 0
0 Yes 6:1 0 2:1 0
173 26 No 2:1 52 1:1 52
0 Yes 4:1 0 2:1 0
Riparian 3n_gn 15 No 3:1 45 1:1 45
2 Yes 6:1 12 2:1 24
S 57 15 No 4:1 60 1:1 60
3 Yes 8:1 24 2:1 48
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Exit
Number ~eles Elderberry | Elderberry Assoc_|ated Associated
: Stem Present - . Native ;
Location di of Stems Seedling Seedling Native
lameter Impacted on Ratio Plantings Pl Plantings
P Shrub g Ratio g
(Y/N)
Total Elderberry and Associated Plant Species 197 233
Plantings Needed toward Conservation of the VELB

Giant Garter Snake

e Caltrans would restore all 0.61 acre of GGS habitat through the on-site relocation,
slope improvement and revegetation of South Fork Willow Slough and irrigation
ditch. In addition, a one-year monitoring report showing pre- and post-project area
photos would be submitted to USFWS and/or CDFW one year from the restoration
implementation. The restoration and monitoring would follow USFWS Guidelines. If
the restoration is unsuccessful, as determined by USFWS, consultation would be
reinitiated and would include appropriate actions necessary to fulfill the success
criteria for restoration of temporary disturbance.

Swainson’s Hawk

e Caltrans would purchase credits if necessary for the loss of Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat based on the ratios provided in the Report Regarding Mitigation for
Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks in the Central Valley of California (CDFW 1994):

e Swainson’s hawk nesting activities are expected to occur between March 15" and
September 15™. Project impacts within one mile of an active nest tree shall provide
one credit for each acre of roadwork authorized (1:1 ratio).

e Project impacts within five miles of an active nest tree but greater than one mile from
the nest tree shall provide 0.75 credit for each acre authorized (0.75:1 ratio).

e Project impacts within ten miles of an active nest tree but greater than five miles from
an active nest tree shall provide 0.5 credit for each acre authorized (0.5:1 ratio).

INVASIVE SPECIES
Regulatory Setting

The FHWA guidance issued August 10, 1999, directs the use of the State’s invasive species
list currently maintained by the California Invasive Species Council to define the invasive
species that must be considered as part of the NEPA analysis for a proposed project.
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Affected Environment

An NES was completed in July 2014. Vegetation communities within the study area were
classified based on plant community descriptions provided in “A Guide to Wildlife Habitats
of California” (Mayer and Laudenslayer, eds, 1988), “A Manual of California Vegetation”
(Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995), and “Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural
Communities of California” (Holland, 1986).

Invasive weeds are the predominant species along the roadsides and within Caltrans rights-
of-way. Noxious weed species observed include Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephala),
yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), field bind weed (Convolvulus arvensis), dodder
(Cuscuta sp.), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), tumbleweed (Salsola tragus), Johnson
grass (Sorghum halapense), and puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris).

Habitat Vulnerability to Noxious Weed Infestation

Ground disturbance associated with construction poses a high risk for the spread of noxious
weeds into native habitats from ruderal roadside vegetation and cultivated fields along SR-
16. The grasslands, wetlands, Valley oak riparian, and blue oak woodland habitats (outside
of project limits) are highly vulnerable to the spread of noxious weeds.

Environmental Consequences

Non-Project-Dependent Vectors

Farm workers, recreationists, and others can carry noxious weed seeds into the project area
on clothing and tools. Wildlife and domestic animals, especially dogs, often vector noxious
weed seeds in their coats. These potential noxious weed vectors are not expected to
increase as a result of the proposed project activities.

Habitat Alteration Expected as a Result of the Project

Construction of the project would result in new cut/fill slopes, removal of woodland canopy
coverage and vegetated ground cover, and areas of disturbance associated with
construction staging and access roads, resulting in a net increase in disturbed roadside
area, and a reduction in shade. Noxious weed sources were detected in habitats in the
study area and could move into newly disturbed areas. Habitat modification as a result of
project construction represents a high risk for the infestation and spread of noxious weeds.
If left untreated, the newly disturbed areas would provide optimal conditions for noxious
weeds.
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Increased Vectors as a Result of Project Implementation

Project induced vectors include weed seed brought in on tools, workers’ vehicles, and on
project workers’ clothing and boots. The potential for spreading existing noxious weed
infestations on workers’ clothing boots, tools, and vehicles is high.

None of the species on the California list of invasive species is currently used by Caltrans for
erosion control or landscaping.

CEQA Considerations

Less than significant impacts from invasive species pursuant to CEQA are anticipated with
the implementation of the avoidance and minimizations measures.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

e All construction equipment would be clean of potential noxious weed sources (mud,
vegetation) before entering the project area, to help ensure noxious weeds from
outside of the project area are not introduced into the project area.

e Equipment would be considered free of soil, seeds, and other such debris when a
visual inspection does not disclose such material.

¢ Only native plant species appropriate for the project area would be used in any
erosion control or revegetation seed mix or stock. Certified weed-free straw would
be required where erosion control straw is to be used. In addition, any hydro-seed
mulch used for revegetation activities must also be certified weed-free.

e Non-native plant control would consist of mechanical or spot chemical treatments of
the selected most invasive plant species listed by the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA), California Exotic Pest Plant Council (CEPPC), and the California
Invasive Plant Council (CALIPC) that if left untreated, would dominate the onsite
revegetation area.

Mitigation Measures

¢ No mitigation measures are required for Invasive Species.
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Construction Impacts
Temporary Air Quality and Noise Impacts During Construction

The construction of roadway improvements could generate temporary air quality impacts
(e.g., increase in diesel fumes and dust) and noise impacts from heavy equipment
operations. From a human environment perspective, the impacts would be most pronounced
in the parts of the project area where developed land uses are adjacent to or near the
project site.

Air Quality

The proposed project may result in the generation of short-term construction-related air
emissions, including fugitive dust and exhaust emissions from construction equipment.
Fugitive dust, sometimes referred to as windblown dust or PMio, would be the primary short-
term construction impact, and may be generated during excavation, grading and hauling
activities. However, both fugitive dust and construction equipment exhaust emissions would
be temporary and transitory in nature and minimized with the following:

e Caltrans Standard Specifications, a required part of all construction contracts, should
effectively reduce and control emission impacts during construction under the
provisions of Section 7-1.02C “Emission Reduction” and Section 14-9.03 “Dust
Control”. Provision 14-9.02 “Air Pollution Control” requires the contractor to comply
with all pertinent rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes of the Yolo-Solano Air
Quality Management District. These statutes can be found at:
http://www.ysagmd.org/documents/CEQAHandbook2007.pdf

Noise

During construction noise may be generated from the contractors’ equipment and vehicles.
Caltrans requires the contractor to conform to the provisions of Standard Specification,
Section 14-8.02 “Noise Control":

¢ Noise levels would not exceed 86 dBA LMax at 50 feet from the job site activities
from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.

e Equipment would include an internal combustion engine with manufacturer-
recommended muffler.

e An internal combustion engine would not be operated on the job site without the
appropriate muffler.
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Cumulative Impacts
Regulatory Setting

Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, combined with the potential impacts of this proposed project. A cumulative
effect assessment looks at the collective impacts posed by individual land use plans and
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial
impacts taking place over a period of time.

Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, commercial,
industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural development and the
conversion to more intensive types of agricultural cultivation. These land use activities can
degrade habitat and species diversity through consequences such as displacement and
fragmentation of habitats and populations, alteration of hydrology, contamination, erosion,
sedimentation, disruption of migration corridors, changes in water quality, and introduction
or promotion of predators. They can also contribute to potential community impacts
identified for the project, such as changes in community character, traffic patterns, housing
availability, and employment.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, describes when a cumulative impact analysis is
warranted and what elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of cumulative
impacts. The definition of cumulative impacts, under CEQA, can be found in Section 15355
of the CEQA Guidelines.

Environmental Resources Considered in the Cumulative Effects Analysis

Affected Environment

Biological Resources

The Road Safety Assessment (RSA) considered for assessing incremental impacts to

biological resources includes the area within a 1-mile radius of the SR-16 project limits,
including the rural towns of Esparto, and Madison. Biological resources considered for
cumulative impacts includes VELB, GGS, and Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

Development
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The following actions were identified that could contribute to the cumulative impacts to
biological resources.
Past Actions In The Project Area

e Yocha-De-He Golf Club-18 hole golf course

o Esperanza Estates Residential Subdivision, Esparto (95 units)
Present Actions In The Project Area

e Lopez Residential Subdivision, Esparto (72 units)

o Proposed Caltrans SR-16 Safety Improvement Project
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions In The Project Area

o Capay Cottages Residential Subdivision, Esparto area (20 units)

e East Parker Residential Subdivision, Esparto (80 units)

e Orciuoli Residential Subdivision, Esparto area (180 units)

e Storey Residential Subdivision, Esparto area (60 units)

e Deterding Town Center Project, 70-acre mixed-use development site (Adjacent to
SR-16 north of Woodland Avenue)

e Esparto New High School

e Kaufman Homes Subdivision (1,335 units) I1-505 and SR-16 area

Esparto Main Street Revitalization (Completed by 2020)

The proposed Cache Creek Casino Expansion project was initially considered but it was
deleted because the project was withdrawn from consideration for approval from the county.

89



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Direct and/or Indirect Impacts

Biological Resources

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB)

Of the projects identified in the RSA, the Yocha-De-He Golf Club, the Esparto New High
School, and the proposed Caltrans SR-16 Safety Improvement Project were the only
projects that identified potential impacts to the VELB. The Yocha-De-He Golf Club applied
measures to avoid impacts to the VELB. The environmental document for the Esparto New
High School identified that impacts to the VELB would be avoided.

Giant Garter Snake (GGS)

Of the recent past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, only the proposed
Caltrans SR-16 Safety Improvement Project has the potential to impact the GGS or its
habitat. The incremental impacts of the proposed project would not be cumulatively
considerable.

Tricolored Blackbird

Of the recent past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, only the proposed
Caltrans SR-16 Safety Improvement Project has the potential to impact the GGS or its
habitat. The incremental impacts of the proposed project would not be cumulatively
considerable.

This species has not been observed within project limits per CNDDB 2014 records,
therefore, it is unlikely that the incremental impacts of the proposed project would be
cumulatively considerable.

Valley Oak Riparian

Of the past, present, and future projects identified in the RSA, the Yocha-De-He Golf Club is
the only project that identified impacts to Valley oak trees and Valley oak riparian habitat.
The Yocha-De-He Golf Club impacted approximately eight Valley oak trees and 0.15 acre of
Valley oak riparian habitat. The impacts were mitigated to reduce the adverse effect to a
less than significant level. No other past, present, or future projects have or proposed
impacts to Valley oak trees and Valley oak riparian habitat in the RSA.

When viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects,
the potential, incremental effects to Valley oak riparian habitat by the proposed SR-16 safety
improvement project would not be cumulatively considerable, with mitigation incorporated.
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Wetlands and Other Waters

Of the recent past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects identified in the
RSA, only the Caltrans SR-16 Safety Improvement Project has the potential to impact
wetlands and other waters. When viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and
probable future projects, the potential, incremental effects to wetlands and other waters by
the proposed SR-16 SIP would not be cumulatively considerable, with mitigation
incorporated.

Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat

Past Actions In The Project Area

Yocha-De-He Golf Club

The Yocha-De-He Golf Club impacted approximately 190 acres of Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat. There are four active Swainson’s hawk nests within 6 to 8.5 miles of that
project, however, no active Swainson’s hawk nest trees were removed. The loss of
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat was considered significant and unavoidable. An
“‘Agreement Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat in Yolo
County”, was executed in August, 2002, between the Cities of Davis, West Sacramento,
Winters, and Woodland; the County of Yolo, and the CDFW (Habitat Conservation Joint
Powers Agency). The agreement required 1.0 acre of habitat management lands as
mitigation for each 1.0 acre of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat lost.

Esperanza Estates Residential Subdivision

The Esperanza Estates impacted approximately 27 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat. Mitigation for the loss of 27 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat was
accomplished with an off-site habitat conservation easement on the southwest portion of
Assessor’s Parcel Number 25-46-04 near County Roads 24 and 93. Project mitigation
included a measure requiring on-site preservation of suitable nest trees on lots 88 and 89.
The potential adverse impact was mitigated to a less than significant level.

Present Actions In The Project Area

Lopez Residential Subdivision

The Lopez subdivision impacted approximately 22 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat. The impact was considered significant and unavoidable.
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Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions In The Project Area

Capay Cottages Residential Subdivision

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (2007) identified that the project would result in the loss
of approximately 3.2 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and that compensatory
mitigation would be required by the Habitat Conservation Joint Powers Agency to offset the
impacts

Residential Subdivision

The East Parker subdivision would impact approximately 16.9 acres of Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat. There are no active nests that would be removed by the project. The
Mitigated Negative Declaration (2007) identified compensatory mitigation that would require
the applicant to pay a mitigation fee to the Habitat Conservation Joint Powers Agency to
compensate for the loss of approximately 16.9 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

Residential Subdivision

The Orciuoli subdivision would impact approximately 35.2 acres of Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat. There are no active nests that would be removed by the project. The
nearest known active nests are located approximately four miles northeast and four miles
southeast of the project.

Residential Subdivision

The Storey subdivision would impact approximately 17.3 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat. There are no active nests that would be removed by the project. The Esparto School
District is encouraged to pay a mitigation fee to the Habitat Conservation Joint Powers
Agency to compensate for the loss of approximately 17.3 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat.

Esparto New High School

The high school project would impact approximately 28 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat. There are no active nests that would be removed by the project.

Cache Creek Casino Expansion Project

The Cache Creek Casino Expansion (Now Suspended) would have impacted approximately
10 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, however, no active nests would be removed
by the project. The EIR contains a mitigation measure that would require the applicant to
pay a mitigation fee to the Habitat Conservation Joint Powers Agency to compensate for the
loss of ten acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.
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There are six known nest trees within the RSA, all within Location 3. There are no known
nest trees within the RSA of Locations 1 and 2, however, suitable foraging habit exists that
could be used by hawks nesting in the area of Location 3. It is unknown if the proposed
project would remove any nest trees. There are approximately 15,000 acres of suitable
Swainson’s hawk habitat within the RSA. This project would result in the loss of 30.82 acres
of suitable foraging habitat. This represents a loss of 0.25% of the available foraging habitat
within the RSA.

Farmland

The RSA considered for assessing incremental impacts to farmland includes the area within
a 1-mile radius of the SR-16 project limits, including the rural towns of Esparto, and
Madison.

The Capay Valley has been principally agricultural since the mid-nineteenth century In 2012,
Yolo County had 1,011 farms with more than 460,000 acres in production. In 2010, there
were 374,534 acres of important farmland and an additional 160,450 acres of grazing land
within Yolo County.

The project area is predominantly agricultural. The farmland directly adjacent to the
proposed project is primarily irrigated lands, with dry farming and grazing lands more
dominant outside of the immediate project area. There is scattered and limited urban
development, including the towns of Esparto and Madison and the Cache Creek Casino
Complex

Cumulative impacts to farmland in the project area may result from residential, commercial,
industrial, and highway development.

Development

The following actions were identified that could contribute to the cumulative impacts to
farmland.

Past Actions In The Project Area

¢ Yocha-De-He Golf Club-18 hole golf course

o Esperanza Estates Residential Subdivision, Esparto (95 units)
Present Actions In The Project Area

o Lopez Residential Subdivision, Esparto (72 units)
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o Proposed Caltrans SR-16 Safety Improvement Project
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions In The Project Area

o Capay Cottages Residential Subdivision, Esparto area (20 units)

e East Parker Residential Subdivision, Esparto (80 units)

e Orciuoli Residential Subdivision, Esparto area (180 units)

e Storey Residential Subdivision, Esparto area (60 units)

e Deterding Town Center Project, 70-acre mixed-use development site (Adjacent to
SR-16 north of Woodland Avenue)

e Esparto New High School
e Kaufman Homes Subdivision (1,335 units) I-505 and SR-16 area
e Esparto Main Street Revitalization (Completed by 2020)

The proposed Cache Creek Casino Expansion project was initially considered but it was not
considered here because the project was withdrawn from consideration for approval from
the county.

Other projects in the area could directly contribute to the permanent conversion of farmland.
There are several residential projects currently proposed for the Esparto area. If all of these
projects are approved and completed they could contribute up to 462 additional residential
units to the town. Tentative revisions to land use plans for Madison have called for up to
1000 additional residential units in the area. There are however, considerable limitations to
additional growth in Madison, most notably, inadequate infrastructure. This coupled with
numerous other development restrictions make urban development in Madison highly
unforeseeable.

The Cache Creek Casino had announced plans to expand the existing facility (now
suspended). However, in the Tribal Environmental Impact Report (TEIR) for the expansion,
they conclude that the expansion would have no direct or indirect impact to off-reservation
agricultural lands.

In the Capay Valley, the greatest threat to the continued use of farmland lies in the land’s
development potential. However, currently, development pressure is highly tempered by
land use policies, zoning restrictions and community attitudes.

94



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

There are no measures available to physically replace agricultural lands, particularly prime
farmland, as a result of conversion to other uses.

The County’s Zoning Code requires private interests to offset the conversion of agricultural
land by providing for conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. As a state agency, Caltrans is
not subject to this requirement. It is anticipated that future residential, commercial, and
industrial development within Yolo County will be subject to the County’s mitigation
requirements.

The project will directly result in the permanent removal of approximately 30 acres of
farmland from 16 parcels. This is 0.008 percent of the total farmland available in Yolo
County. The farmland acquisitions required range in size from 0.1 to 3.6 acres per parcel. It
is not anticipated that any landowners who wish to continue farming operations will be
precluded from doing so by acquisitions related to the proposed project. Additionally,
existing Williamson Act contracts will be modified only for the portion of the parcel being
acquired, leaving the remaining acreage still protected under existing contracts.

CEQA Considerations
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

e Impacts to biological resources would be avoided where possible, and otherwise
limited to the minimum amount necessary to construct the project.

¢ Impacts to farmland would be avoided where possible, and otherwise limited to the
minimum amount necessary to construct the project. As a result of coordination with
the Natural Resources Conservation Service, the farmland impacts are not
considered cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measures

e The proposed project would include mitigation required to fully offset impacts to
VELB; therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to this
resource.

e The proposed project would include mitigation required to fully offset impacts to
GGS; therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to this
resource.

e The proposed project would include mitigation required to fully offset impacts to
Swainson’s hawk; therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts
to this resource.

95



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

e The proposed project would include mitigation required to fully offset impacts to
Valley oak riparian; therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative impacts
to this resource.

e The proposed project would include mitigation required to fully offset impacts to
Wetlands and other waters; therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulative
impacts to this resource.

Climate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and
other elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of scientific research
attributes these climatological changes to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly
those generated from the production and use of fossil fuels.

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and World
Meteorological Organization in 1988 has led to increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions
reduction and climate change research and policy. These efforts are primarily concerned
with the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity including carbon dioxide (COy),
methane (CHj,), nitrous oxide (N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur
hexafluoride (SFe), HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-
152a (difluoroethane).

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by
transportation. In California, however, transportation sources (including passenger cars,
light-duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles make up the largest source of GHG-
emitting sources. The dominant GHG emitted is CO,, mostly from fossil fuel combustion.

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change:
“Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” and “Adaptation.” "Greenhouse Gas Mitigation" is a term for
reducing GHG emissions to reduce or "mitigate" the impacts of climate change. “Adaptation”
refers to the effort of planning for and adapting to impacts resulting from climate change
(such as adjusting transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms and
higher sea levels)®.

There are four primary strategies for reducing GHG emissions from transportation sources:
1) improving the transportation system and operational efficiencies, 2) reducing travel
activity, 3) transitioning to lower GHG-emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle

4 http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg mitigation/
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technologies/efficiency. To be most effective, all four strategies should be pursued
cooperatively. ®

Regulatory Setting
State

With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly bills
and Executive Orders, California launched an innovative and proactive approach to dealing
with GHG emissions and climate change.

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley, Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases, 2002: This
bill requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop and implement regulations
to reduce automobile and light truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards
were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year.

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 (June 1, 2005): The goal of this EO is to reduce California’s
GHG emissions to 1) year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by 2020, and 3) 80
percent below the year 1990 levels by 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with
the passage of Assembly Bill 32.

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), Nufiez and Pavley, The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006:
AB 32 sets the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals as outlined in EO S-3-05, while
further mandating that ARB create a scoping plan and implement rules to achieve “real,
guantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.”

Executive Order S-20-06 (October 18, 2006): This order establishes the responsibilities and
roles of the Cal/EPA and state agencies with regard to climate change.

Executive Order S-01-07 (January 18, 2007): This order set forth the low carbon fuel
standard for California. Under this EO, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation
fuels is to be reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020.

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) Chapter 185, 2007, Greenhouse Gas Emissions: This bill required
the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop recommended
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions. The amendments
became effective on March 18, 2010.

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), Chapter 728, 2008, Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection: This bill requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to set regional

5 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/climate change/mitigation/
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emissions reduction targets from passenger vehicles. The Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for each region must then develop a "Sustainable Communities
Strategy" (SCS) that integrates transportation, land-use, and housing policies to plan for the
achievement of the emissions target for their region.

Senate Bill 391 (SB 391) Chapter 585, 2009 California Transportation Plan: This bill
requires the State’s long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals
under AB 32.

Federal

Although climate change and GHG reduction are a concern at the federal level, currently no
regulations or legislation have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions
reductions and climate change at the project level. Neither the U.S. EPA nor the FHWA has
issued explicit guidance or methods to conduct project-level GHG analysis.® FHWA
supports the approach that climate change considerations should be integrated throughout
the transportation decision-making process—from planning through project development and
delivery. Addressing climate change mitigation and adaptation up front in the planning
process will assist in decision-making and improve efficiency at the program level, and will
inform the analysis and stewardship needs of project-level decision-making. Climate change
considerations can be integrated into many planning factors, such as supporting economic
vitality and global efficiency, increasing safety and mobility, enhancing the environment,
promoting energy conservation, and improving the quality of life.

The four strategies outlined by FHWA to lessen climate change impacts correlate with
efforts that the state is undertaking to deal with transportation and climate change; these
strategies include improved transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles,
and a reduction in travel activity.

Climate change and its associated effects are also being addressed through various efforts
at the federal level to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency, such as the “National
Clean Car Program” and EO 13514 - Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and
Economic Performance.

Executive Order 13514 (October 5, 2009): This order is focused on reducing greenhouse
gases internally in federal agency missions, programs and operations, but also directs
federal agencies to participate in the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force,
which is engaged in developing a national strategy for adaptation to climate change.

6 To date, no national standards have been established regarding mobile source GHGs, nor has U.S.
EPA established any ambient standards, criteria or thresholds for GHGs resulting from mobile
sources.
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U.S. EPA’s authority to regulate GHG emissions stems from the U.S. Supreme Court
decision in Massachusetts v. EPA (2007). The Supreme Court ruled that GHGs meet the
definition of air pollutants under the existing Clean Air Act and must be regulated if these
gases could be reasonably anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. Responding to
the Court’s ruling, U.S. EPA finalized an endangerment finding in December 2009. Based on
scientific evidence it found that six greenhouse gases constitute a threat to public health and
welfare. Thus, it is the Supreme Court’s interpretation of the existing Act and EPA’s
assessment of the scientific evidence that form the basis for EPA’s regulatory actions. U.S.
EPA in conjunction with NHTSA issued the first of a series of GHG emission standards for
new cars and light-duty vehicles in April 2010.7

The U.S. EPA and the NHTSA are taking coordinated steps to enable the production of a
new generation of clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved fuel efficiency
from on-road vehicles and engines. These next steps include developing the first-ever GHG
regulations for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty vehicle
GHG regulations.

The final combined standards that made up the first phase of this national program apply to
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model
years 2012 through 2016. The standards implemented by this program are expected to
reduce GHG emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil
over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the program (model years 2012-2016).

On August 28, 2012, U.S. EPA and NHTSA issued a joint Final Rulemaking to extend the
National Program for fuel economy standards to model year 2017 through 2025 passenger
vehicles. Over the lifetime of the model year 2017-2025 standards this program is projected
to save approximately four billion barrels of oil and two billion metric tons of GHG emissions.

The complementary U.S. EPA and NHTSA standards that make up the Heavy-Duty National
Program apply to combination tractors (semi trucks), heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans,
and vocational vehicles (including buses and refuse or utility trucks). Together, these
standards will cut greenhouse gas emissions and domestic oil use significantly. This
program responds to President Barack Obama’s 2010 request to jointly establish
greenhouse gas emissions and fuel efficiency standards for the medium- and heavy-duty
highway vehicle sector. The agencies estimate that the combined standards will reduce
CO2 emissions by about 270 million metric tons and save about 530 million barrels of oil
over the life of model year 2014 to 2018 heavy duty vehicles.

7 http://www.c2es.org/federal/executive/epa/greenhouse-gas-regulation-fag
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Project Analysis

An individual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly influence
global climate change. Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact. This means
that a project may contribute to a potential impact through its incremental change in
emissions when combined with the contributions of all other sources of GHG.® In assessing
cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively
considerable” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). To make this
determination, the incremental impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of
past, current, and probable future projects. To gather sufficient information on a global
scale of all past, current, and future projects to make this determination is a difficult, if not
impossible, task.

The Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 includes the main strategies California will use to
reduce GHG emissions. As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan,
the ARB released the GHG inventory for California (forecast last updated: October 28,
2010). The forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to occur in 2020 if none of the
foreseeable measures included in the Scoping Plan were implemented. The base year used
for forecasting emissions is the average of statewide emissions in the GHG inventory for
2006, 2007, and 2008.

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecast

2020
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California GREENHOUSE GAS FORECAST

Taken from : http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm

8 This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of Environmental
Professionals on How to Analyze GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents
(March 5, 2007), as well as the South Coast Air Quality Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA
Guide, April 2011) and the U.S. Forest Service (Climate Change Considerations in Project Level
NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009).
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Caltrans and its parent agency, the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA), have
taken an active role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change.
Recognizing that 98 percent of California’s GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil
fuels and 40 percent of all human-made GHG emissions are from transportation, Caltrans
has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program at Caltrans that was published
in December 2006.°

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve safety, and although turn lanes would be
added, the project would not increase overall roadway capacity and, therefore, is not
expected to increase operational CO2 emissions. The traffic-smoothing impacts of the
project would also result in decreased idling of vehicles at the intersection. Construction
emissions would be unavoidable but there would likely be long-term CHG benefits by
improved operation and smoother pavement surfaces, as applicable.

Construction Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced
during construction and those produced during operations. Construction GHG emissions
include emissions produced as a result of material processing, emissions produced by on-
site construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays due to construction.
These emissions will be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their
frequency and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications
and by implementing better traffic management during construction phases.

In addition, with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic management
plans, and changes in materials, the GHG emissions produced during construction can be
mitigated to some degree by longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation
events.

CEQA Conclusion

While the project will result in a slight increase in GHG emissions during construction, it is
anticipated that the project will not result in any increase in operational GHG emissions.
While it is Caltrans’ determination that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific
information related to GHG emissions and CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a
significance determination regarding the project’s direct impacts and its’ contribution on the
cumulative scale to climate change, Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures
to help reduce GHG emissions. These measures are outlined in the following section.

9 Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/ogm/key reports files/State Wide Strategy/Caltrans Climate A
ction Program.pdf
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

Caltrans continues to be involved on the
Governor’s Climate Action Team as the ARB
works to implement Executive Orders S-3-05
and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set

Saten forth in AB 32. Many of the strategies the
Completion Department is using to help meet the targets in
Expansion AB 32 come from then-Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan for
California. The Strategic Growth Plan targeted
a significant decrease in traffic congestion
below 2008 levels and a corresponding
reduction in GHG emissions, while
accommodating growth in population and the
economy.

Maintenance and Preservation
System Monitoring and Evaluation

PREVENTION AND SAFETY

Mobility Pyramid

The Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete systems approach to attain CO; reduction
goals: system monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use
and demand management, and operational improvements as shown in The Mobility
Pyramid.

Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and implementing
smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-oriented communities,
and high-density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans works closely with local
jurisdictions on planning activities, but does not have local land use planning authority.
Caltrans assists efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the transportation sector by
increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars, light and heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing
this by supporting ongoing research efforts at universities, by supporting legislative efforts to
increase fuel economy, and by participating on the Climate Action Team. It is important to
note, however, that control of fuel economy standards is held by the U.S. EPA and ARB.

Caltrans is also working towards enhancing the State’s transportation planning process to
respond to future challenges. Similar to requirements for regional transportation plans under
Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Steinberg 2008), SB 391(Liu 2009) requires the State’s long-range
transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals under Assembly Bill (AB) 32.
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The California Transportation Plan (CTP) is a statewide, long-range transportation plan to
meet our future mobility needs and reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The CTP
defines performance-based goals, policies, and strategies to achieve our collective vision for
California’s future, statewide, integrated, multimodal transportation system.

The purpose of the CTP is to provide a common policy framework that will guide
transportation investments and decisions by all levels of government, the private sector, and
other transportation stakeholders. Through this policy framework, the CTP 2040 will identify
the statewide transportation system needed to achieve maximum feasible GHG emission
reductions while meeting the State’s transportation needs.

The following table summarizes Caltrans and statewide efforts that Caltrans is implementing
to reduce GHG emissions. More detailed information about each strategy is included in the
Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006).
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Climate Change/CO: Reduction Strategies

Partnership

Estimated CO2 Savings

Strategy Program Method/Process Million Metric Tons (MMT)
Lead Agency 2010 2020
Inte(governmental Caltrans Local Review and seek to mitigate _Not Not Estimated
Review (IGR) governments development proposals Estimated
Local and
regional i .
. : Competitive selection Not .
Smart Land Use Planning Grants Caltrans gtgheer:mes & process Estimated Not Estimated
stakeholders
Reglor‘_lal Plans_and Reglor_]al Caltrans Reg{ona}l plans and 0.975 78
Blueprint Planning Agencies application process
Operational
Improvements &
Inteliigent . Strategic Growth Plan | Caltrans Regions State ITS; Congestion 0.07 2.17
Transportation Management Plan
System (ITS)
Deployment
Mainstream Office of Policy
Eneray & GHG Analysis & Research; Policy establishment, Not
. Fgly d Division of Interdepartmental effort guidelines, technical Estimated Not Estimated
Into Plans an Environmental assistance
Projects Analysis
E#grﬁgggﬁl & Office of Policy Interdepartmental, CalEPA, ﬁ(?l?el)éttligil re&;)"réa?iif Not Not Estimated
Analysis & Research ARB, CEC P ' Estimated
Program workshops, outreach
- Fleet Replacement 0.0065
EleeltDGreen_:Pg f‘ Division of Equipment ngvail(r;n;ent of General B20 0.0045 0.045
uel biversitication B100 0.0225
NI T Energy Conservation Energy Conservation
Conservation Program Green Action Team Opportunities 0.117 0.34
Measures
) . . 2.5 % limestone cement mix 1.2 4.2
Portland Cement gg\lliign?gld I(:lfirgset?iteznd Construction 25% fly ash cement mix
> 50% fly ash/slag mix 0.36 3.6
Office of Goods Cal EPA, ARB, BT&H, Goods Movement Action Not :
Goods Movement Movement MPOs Plan Estimated Not Estimated
Total 2.72 18.18

Climate Change (June 22, 2012): is intended to establish a Caltrans policy that will ensure
coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change into Departmental decisions and activities.

Caltrans Activities to Address Climate Change (April 2013)° provides a comprehensive
overview of activities undertaken by Caltrans statewide to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions resulting from agency operations.

10 hitp://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/orip/climate change/projects_and_studies.shtml
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The following measures would also be included in the proposed project to reduce the GHG
emissions and potential climate change impacts from the project:

1. Traffic handling charts and specifications would be incorporated into the proposed
project during the design phase that would be included as part of the contractor's
specification package in order to manage temporary construction delays.

2. Restrictions on when lanes may be closed.

3. Public notices and press releases provided in local newspapers before major stage
or traffic shifts.

4. A Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Program (COZEEP) with the CHP
during major construction that affects traffic, such as stage changes and traffic shifts.

5. Changeable message signs to alert motorists to unusual or new conditions and any
delays that develop

6. Tree removal that has taken place along or near residential development would be
replanted in kind with the type of trees and vegetation that has been removed.

7. Large trees that need to be removed due to the construction activities should be
replaced by similar ornamental variety or native trees, where they do not interfere
with roadway functions or utilities.

Adaptation Strategies

“Adaptation strategies” refer to how Caltrans and others can plan for the effects of climate
change on the state’s transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities
from damage. Climate change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation,
rising temperatures, rising sea levels, variability in storm surges and intensity, and the
frequency and intensity of wildfires. These changes may affect the transportation
infrastructure in various ways, such as damage to roadbeds from longer periods of intense
heat; increasing storm damage from flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea
levels. These effects will vary by location and may, in the most extreme cases, require that
a facility be relocated or redesigned. There may also be economic and strategic
ramifications as a result of these types of impacts to the transportation infrastructure.

At the federal level, the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, co-chaired by the White
House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Office of Science and Technology
Policy (OSTP), and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), released
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its interagency task force progress report on October 28, 2011, outlining the federal
government's progress in expanding and strengthening the Nation's capacity to better
understand, prepare for, and respond to extreme events and other climate change impacts.

The report provides an update on actions in key areas of federal adaptation, including:
building resilience in local communities, safeguarding critical natural resources such as
freshwater, and providing accessible climate information and tools to help decision-makers
manage climate risks.

Climate change adaptation must also involve the natural environment as well. Efforts are
underway on a statewide-level to develop strategies to cope with impacts to habitat and
biodiversity through planning and conservation. The results of these efforts will help
California agencies plan and implement mitigation strategies for programs and projects.

On November 14, 2008, then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-13-08, which
directed a number of state agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea level rise
caused by climate change. This EO set in motion several agencies and actions to address
the concern of sea level rise.

In addition to addressing projected sea level rise, the California Natural Resources Agency
(Resources Agency) was directed to coordinate with local, regional, state and federal public
and private entities to develop The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (Dec 2009)*2,
which summarizes the best-known science on climate change impacts to California,
assesses California's vulnerability to the identified impacts, and then outlines solutions that
can be implemented within and across state agencies to promote resiliency.

The strategy outline is in direct response to EO S-13-08 that specifically asked the
Resources Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures,
changing precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural events. Numerous other
state agencies were involved in the creation of the Adaptation Strategy document, including
the California Environmental Protection Agency; Business, Transportation and Housing;
Health and Human Services; and the Department of Agriculture. The document is broken
down into strategies for different sectors that include: Public Health; Biodiversity and
Habitat; Ocean and Coastal Resources; Water Management; Agriculture; Forestry; and
Transportation and Energy Infrastructure. As data continues to be developed and collected,
the state's adaptation strategy will be updated to reflect current findings.

11 http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/ceg/initiatives/ad aptation

12 hitp://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF
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The National Academy of Science was directed to prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment
Report® to recommend how California should plan for future sea level rise. The report was
released in June 2012 and included:

e Relative sea level rise projections for California, Oregon and Washington taking into
account coastal erosion rates, tidal impacts, El Nifio and La Nifia events, storm surge
and land subsidence rates.

e The range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise projections.

e A synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to state
infrastructure (such as roads, public facilities and beaches), natural areas, and
coastal and marine ecosystems.

e Adiscussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise.

In 2010, interim guidance was released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-
CAT) as well as Caltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential risks to
the states infrastructure due to projected sea level rise. Subsequently, CO-CAT updated the
Sea Level Rise guidance to include information presented in the National Academies Study.

All state agencies that are planning to construct projects in areas vulnerable to future sea
level rise are directed to consider a range of sea level rise scenarios for the years 2050 and
2100 to assess project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks and
increase resiliency to sea level rise. Sea level rise estimates should also be used in
conjunction with information on local uplift and subsidence, coastal erosion rates, predicted
higher high water levels, storm surge and storm wave data.

All projects that have filed a Notice of Preparation as of the date of EO S-13-08, and/or are
programmed for construction funding from 2008 through 2013, or are routine maintenance
projects may, but are not required to, consider these planning guidelines. The proposed
project is outside the coastal zone and direct impacts to transportation facilities due to
projected sea level rise are not expected.

Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to
prepare a report to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level rise affecting
safety, maintenance and operational improvements of the system, and economy of the
state. Caltrans continues to work on assessing the transportation system vulnerability to
climate change, including the effect of sea level rise.

13 Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future (2012) is
available at http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record id=13389.
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Currently, Caltrans is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest risk
from climate change effects. However, without statewide planning scenarios for relative sea
level rise and other climate change effects, thas not been able to determine what change, if
any, may be made to its design standards for its transportation facilities. Once statewide
planning scenarios become available, Caltrans will be able review its current design
standards to determine what changes, if any, may be needed to protect the transportation
system from sea level rise.

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning and
risk management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system from increased
precipitation and flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of storms and wildfires;
rising temperatures; and rising sea levels. Caltrans is an active participant in the efforts
being conducted in response to EO S-13-08 and is mobilizing to be able to respond to the
National Academy of Science Sea Level Rise Assessment Report.
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CHAPTER 3 Comments and Coordination

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is
an essential part of the environmental process. It helps planners determine the necessary
scope of environmental documentation, the level of analysis required, and to identify
potential impacts and mitigation measures and related environmental requirements. Agency
consultation and public participation for this project have been accomplished through a
variety of formal and informal methods, including: Project Development Team (PDT)
meetings, interagency coordination meetings, and public information meetings. This chapter
summarizes the results of Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address and resolve project-
related issues through early and continuing coordination.

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) Consultation Summary

To initiate FESA consultation, an amended Biological Assessment (BA) for the proposed
project is anticipated to be submitted to the USFWS in the winter of 2015.

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Consultation Summary

Consultation and coordination with the CDFW as required under CESA has been ongoing
and will continue through the permit application and approval process, which is expected to
occur in 2015.

Federal Wetlands and Other Waters Coordination Summary

The wetland area that is present within the study limits was delineated according to the
methodology set forth in the USACE’s 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual. A positive
determination for wetlands was made in 2014 based on the presence of hydrophytic
vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology. Work in these drainages and wetlands will
require a Section 404 permit from the USACE, a 401 certification from the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), and a 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement from the CDFW. It is anticipated that permit applications will be submitted in May
of 2015.

California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 requires notification before beginning any
activities that obstruct or divert the natural flow of a river, stream, or lake; change or use any
material from the bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or lake; or deposit or disposal of
debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it
can pass into a river, stream, or lake.
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Consultation and coordination with the USACE and the CDFW has been ongoing and will
continue through the permit application and approval process, which is expected to occur in
2015.

Cultural Resources Consultation Summary

Representatives of local Native American groups were contacted regarding any issues of
concern related to the proposed project. These contacts, based on an updated list of
Native American contacts provided by the Native American Heritage Commission,
consisted of letters dated May 31, 2012.

Although no specific concerns were expressed about the project, three meetings have
been held with the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. Consultation efforts will continue
throughout the life of the project.

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Caltrans submitted a completed the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 to
the NRCS in June 2014. (See Appendix F)

California Department of Conservation — Division of Land Resource Protection

Caltrans provided the first notice of intent to aquire land that is restricted by Williamson Act
Contract in June 2014. (See Appendix G & H)

Public Open House

June 26, 2014

On June 26, 2014, Caltrans conducted an open house at the Esparto Community Hall.
Approximately 20 people attended. The primary goal of the open house was to inform the
public of progress made on the current scope of the proposed project and to gather
additional community input.

Several of the comments had to do with the proposed roundabout. Some attendees
expressed concern about whether or not agricultural equipment would be able to safely use
the roundabout. In addition, many attendees expressed concern about how much right-of-
way Caltrans is proposing to acquire from their respective parcels. A few residents also
expressed concerns with respect to flooding and drainage issues especially between
Esparto and Madison.
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July 24, 2014

On July 24, 2014, Caltrans conducted a second open house at the Esparto Community Hall.
Approximately 25 people attended. The primary goal of the open house was to inform the
public of progress made on the scaled down version of the proposed project and to gather
additional community input.

A total of nine comments were received at the workshop. The majority of these written and
oral comments had to do with the proposed roundabout and/or signalization of the
intersection of SR-16 and CR-89. In addition, many attendees expressed concern about
how much R/W Caltrans is proposing to acquire from their respective parcels.

February 25, 2015

On February 25, 2015, Caltrans conducted an open house at the Esparto Community Hall.
Approximately 40 people attended. The primary goal of the open house was to make the
public aware that the draft environmental document was out for public circulation and that
Caltrans was there to answer any questions on the proposed project. In addition Caltrans
was there to gather additional community input.

A total of six comments were received at the workshop. The majority of these written and
oral comments had to do with the proposed roundabout and/or signalization of the
intersection of SR-16 and CR-89. In addition, many attendees expressed concern about
how much R/W Caltrans is proposing to acquire from their respective parcels.

Meeting with Madison Migrant Center

On September 19, 2014, an outreach meeting between Caltrans, the operators and
residents of the Madison Migrant Center, and officials from Yolo County, was held at the
Madison Migrant Center. The primary goal of the outreach meeting was to inform the
residents and operators of the migrant center about the project and to gather their input on
the proposed project. Many of the residents expressed concern about being able to safely
ingress and egress onto SR-16 from the Migrant Center. Some residents expressed interest
about Caltrans providing an additional ingress and egress location into the Center from a
side road.
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This Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was made available for
public and agency review and comment from February 6, 2015 to March 9, 2015. Caltrans
has ensured that the document was made available to all appropriate parties and agencies,
including the following: 1) responsible agencies, 2) trustee agencies that have resources
affected by the project, 3) other state, federal and local agencies which have regulatory
jurisdiction, or that exercise authority over resources that may be affected by the project, 4)
the general public. Copies of the document were made available at the Caltrans District 3
Office of Environmental Management (M-1) located at 703 B St., Marysville, CA 95901
and at the Yolo County Library - Esparto, 17065 Yolo Avenue, Esparto, CA 95627 and via
the Internet at www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/envinternet/yolo.htm

Comments and responses begin on page 113.
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Comment 1 — Capay Hills Orchards

Frony: Brizn & Gretchen Paddock

To: Caroll, Chiis SEDOT

Cic: Benipal, Amarjest SEHD0T; Suthahar, Suthe@DOT
Subject: RE: Hwy 16 Project questions and comments.
Diate: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 9:21:40 AM

Chris:

Please share this idea with the Project Development Team:

| would support a traditional signal &t Hwy 16 and &9_ This would also serve to meter traffic in and
out of the Migrant Center, providing an oppartunity for drivers to turn in our out of the center
during the few month it has high occupancy rates.

Brian

From: Carrall, Chris S@DOT [mailto:chris.carroll@dot.ca.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 7:57 AM

To: Brian & Gretchen Paddock

Cc: Benipal, Amarjeet S@DOT; Suthahar, Sutha@DOT; Chamberlain, Duane@Yolo
Subject: RE: Hwy 16 Project questions and comments.

Good Morning Brian, Thanks again for your comments on this project. Here are some responses to
your additional questions. | have them highlighted below in red.

We encourage you to attend our public information open house tomorrow, Wednesday, February 25
from Spm to 7pm. | am attaching the flyer.

Feel free to contact the project manager, Sutha Suthahar, at (530) 741-5408 or myself at (530) 741-
4276.

Thanks for your interest in this project.

Chris Carroll

Aszociate Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation - District 3 Morth Region Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 25901

(530) 741- 4275

(530) 741-4457 Fax

Panic...... Chaos......Disorder...... My Job Here Is Donel

From: Brian & Gretchen Paddock | |

Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 1:50 PM

To: Carroll, Chris S@DOT

Cc: Benipal, Amarjeet S@DOT; Suthahar, Sutha@DOT; Chamberlain, Duane@Yolo
Subject: RE: Hwy 16 Project guestions and comments.

Chris:
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Thanks for the response, but | need a little more information. I'll try to be more specific with these
guestions:
® A Mailer | got at my house said there would additional access from RD 89 to the migrant

center. The environmental document says “Provide additional access to the Madison
Migrant Center off of CR-89 [Optional)” Is that incorrect? | thought that was private
property on the corner. The map in the environmental document shows two driveway type
locking fingers off RD 82 across the private preperty and into the migrant center. How
serious is this as an option?
The additional access is an optional one, and the propesal is only for ocne access and not two
(one of the two). If we can acquire the required right of way then we will build this
additional access. If we can build it, we will restrict the migrant center/daycare center
access to/from SR16 to right-turn-in/right-turn-out only. This will reduce the number of cars
turning across SR 16 at this location by half, thereby reducing the conflicting movements
and accidents at this location.

» How will removing some of the vehicles turning left off of SR16 to the Migrant center be
accomplished? The negative declaration say :
“In addition, at the intersection of SR-16 and CR-89 between Madison and [-505, the project
would either:
+ Widen and add a traffic signal, or » Add a roundabout, or » Widen and maintain the
existing all-way stop”
Which one is it?
Regarding the type of intersection control at Co Rd 89/5R16, the selection will made by the
Project Development Team (which will include a representative from Yolo County Public
Works). This will take place after the public circulation period for the Draft Environmental
Document which ends on 3/10/15. The key comparative information that will influence this
decision are:

o accident rates {[when a new intersection control is intreduced)

o delays at the intersection
o construction costs
2 public opinion.
We will share this information at the public meeting on 2/25/15.

® If the FHWA Roadside Safety Assessment Report dated April 2012 was an important tool in
establishing safety improvement needs, why is there no mention of it in the Initial Study
with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration?
The FHWA Roadside Safety Assessment Report dated April 2012 was mentioned periodically
throughout the traffic discussion in Chapter 2. This report, glong with other reports and
studies, are all used to prepare this environmental document.

My overall feedback, which I would like to be part of the public comment records.

We need to be very careful pumping too much money into Hwy 16 changes at the Migrant Center
since it is often vacant. Let be as efficient as we possibly can to achieve a “reasonable” level of
safety improvement. Purchasing private property would not be reasonable in my mind. Our
government agencies should work to be as financially prudent and efficient as possible.
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| would support a traditional signal at Hwy 16 and 89_ This would also serve to meter traffic in and
out of the Migrant Center, providing an opportunity for drivers to turn in our out.

| support widening the shoulder between Madison and Esparto.

Brian Paddock

1

From: Carroll, Chris S@DOT [mailto:chris carroll@dot ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 17, 2015 10:30 AM

To: Brian & Gretchen Paddock

Subject: RE: Hwy 16 Project questions and comments.

Good Morning Brian, | apclogize for the length of time it took to get some responses to your
guestions. Please see below for our responses.

s Improvements at the north end of Eparto are not part of this project, but may be addressed
in a future project.

® The improvements between Esparto and Madizon are listed in the Draft Environmental
Document located here: hitp:/fwww dot ca gov/dist3/Projects/0C470/priindex him

s Removing some of the vehicles turning left off of SR16 to the Migrant center improves the
safety of the highway and is consistent with the recommendations of the FHWA Roadside
Safety Assessment Report dated April 2012 and Czltrans D03 Safety Engineer.

»  The signal at Co Rd 89 is still an option under consideration.

If you have any further guestions or concerns please contact myself or Caltrans Project Manager,
Sutha Suthahar, at (530) 741-5408.

Thank You

Chris Carroll

Associate Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation - District 3 North Region Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95301

(530) 741- 4276

(530) 741-4457 Fax

Panic_..__. Chaos____Disorder.____. My Jlob Here Is Donel

From: Brian & Gretchen Paddock [
Sent: Sunday, February 08, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Carroll, Chris S@DOT
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Subject: Hwy 16 Project questions and comments.,

Chris:

What are the improvements on Hwy 16, at the town of Esparto, where it curves north?

What are the improvements on Hwy 16 between Esparto and Madison?

I've lived in Esparto for 15 years. Why do we need “ additional access” to the Madison Migrant
center from Rd 82. That facility is normally vacant except during heavy ag harvest months. Who or
what organization is pushing that “improvement™?

Any thought towards a signal light instead of flashing red at Madison? | can see where that would
be a nice improvement and even save gas from the thousands of cars who needlessly stop, then
accelerats.

Thank you,
Brian Paddock

Capay Hills Orchard

Organic Almond Products
Esparto, CA

530 507-8222

€ 530 908-9448 (text]
www.chorganicalmonds.com
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Comment 2 —Lisa Leonard

Fron: Camroll, Chris %DOT
To:

Subject: RE: Comments on Hwy 16 - Brooks to 1-505 Project
Date: Monday, February 23, 2015 3:07:00 PM
Artachments: Pubic DED Mailer 2-15 pdf

Good Afternoon Lisa, Thank you for your comments, we appreciate your interest in this project.

| forwarded your questions on to our project designer whom provided these responses to your
guestions below. | am hopeful this helps you out.

Location 2

- —
Straightening the horizontal alignment doesn’t rezlly impact the construction cost. The reason for
that is the maximum alignment shift for the horizontal curve correction is 8 ft at the center of the

curve, which coincides with the new shoulder width, so all of the existing pavement will be used

reducing the construction cost.

Vertical Curve:

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual states “For algebraic grade differences of 2 percent and

than 40 miles per hour, the minimum length of
esign speed.” The design speed is 60 mph

greater, and design speeds equal to or greate
vertical curve in feet should be equal to 10V

o

and the existing grade difference at the vertical curve is 2.64%, so the minimum vertical curve

length to meet minimum design standard is 600",

The existing vertical curve length is approximately 100 ft. To address the accident co

this location, meeting the minimum design standards seems like a prudent proposal.

In case you are interested we are having a public open house this Wednesday, February 25 between
S5pm and 7pm at the Esparto Community Hall. It will be a “drop in” format which means you can
come by anytime and meet out staff and ask guestions about the proposed project. | am attaching a
flyer.

If you have any additicnal questions feel free to contact the preject manager, Sutha Suthahar at
(530) 741-5408 or myself at (530) 741-4276.

Thanks again for your interest in this project!

Chris Carroll

Associate Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation - District 3 North Region Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, C4& 95201

{530) 741- 4276

(530) 741-4457 Fax

Panic_.... Chaos..._Disorder..__. My Job Here Iz Done!
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From:|
Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2015 9:56 AM

To: Carroll, Chriz S@DOT

Subject: Comments on Hwy 16 - Brooks to I-505 Project

Hello Chris — | am writing to provide my comments to the newly redesigned proposed project on
Hwy 16 between Brooks and 1-505. | appreciate the effort CalTrans has put forth in listening to the
community and responding to our concerns. The project team has also spent a lot of time
explaining the standards and policies that guide CalTrans design decisions for such projects. There
has been a greater level of communication and collaboration as this design was established and for
that | am grateful to your team.

| still feel that the proposed design is entirely overkill for project location 1 and 2. (I will leave
comments on project location 3 to more local residents as they have better direct knowledge than |
do on that section). | believe CalTrans can make less invasive and less expensive improvements that
would have the desired increase in safety — the types of improvements that have already been
made to other sections of the highway with positive effects. For example — signs warning of
equipment entering and exiting the road (perhaps even with a blinking light), signs warning of &
curve, and rumble strips.

Like us residents, your team acknowledges that there is no ready explanztion for the accidents at
project location 2. The road is fairly straight and visibility is good on both sides. The proposal to
straighten and reduce the vertical rise is just a “guess” that it might help. That is an expensive
“guess” with our tax dollars. Wouldn't it be better to try a few “Curve” and “Wildlife Crossing” signs
and rumble strips? Fix the small depression in the right lane? As someone who drives the highway
nearly every day | belisve those improvements would be even more effective than @ complete re-
alignment of the road.

Sincerely,

Lisa Leonard
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Comment 3 — Richard Higson

From: Carroll, Chris S@D0T

Tos T

Subject: RE: State Routs 16 Safety Improvement
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 10:52:00 AM

Goed Morning Mr. Higson, Thank You for sending me your comments on this project. | will definitely
include them into our discussions and decision on this project.

| appreciate it!

Chris Carroll

Associate Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation - District 3 Morth Region Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95201

(530) 741- 4275

(530) 741-4457 Fax

Panic...... Chaos..._. Disorder.....My Job Here Is Done!

From: Richard Higsonl |
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 12:09 PM

To: Carroll, Chris S@DOT

Subject: State Route 16 Safety Improvement

Hello,

Repgarding the improvement at the intersection of Hwy 16 and Co. Rd. 89, I am writing to
recommend a roundabout, instead of the other options.

The minor accidents that occur because of the learning curve of roundabouts immensely
outweigh the traffic dangers created by driver frustration and aggression caused by traditional
painfully tedious four-way stops/traffic lights.

Thank vou,

Richard Higson
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Comment 4A - John Bissell

June 15. 2009

Yolo 16 Project

c/o Jennifer Clark

Caltrans Environmental Planning
2800 Gateway Oaks Blvd.
Sacramento. CA 95833

Sent via e-mail: jsmilevi@ldot ca.gov

RE: TYolo 16 Project EIR and Project Comments
Ms. Clark and the EIR Team

I am a long time cyclist and a land use — transportation planner. Ireside in Washington
State, but visit annually to ride the Davis Double Century. My first comment is that the
road improvement in the planned location is vitally needed. Ower the past 10-15 vears
the traffic has mncreased substantially along the subject route creating hazardous
conditions. On one windy ride in 2007 there were continuous cars driving past with no
break for 25 miles as [ rode my bike eastbound around 5:00 pm. During this ride. the
traffic was so infense I was unable to reach for my water boftle. jeopardizing my ride and
my safety. Thus I strongly recommend against the “No Project” alternative.

Second, the improvement plan as I understand it proposes to use rumble strips. I strongly
urge against this use. Studies completed by two states and recognized by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHA), found that while mmble strips afford an added safefy
measure for automobiles in preventing run-off-the-road crashes, rumble strips create
safety hazards for bicycle riders which can lead to a loss of control and thus minning into
traffic. Therefore new studies recommend against the use of rumble strips in areas with
sigmficant bicycle use — and parficularly where annual cycling event(s) are known to
occure. The important point here is that the design must accommodate all roadway users,
and a safety trade off that increases safety for one user group. but decreases safety for
another is not creating a net safety improvement. and thus should not be used.

If other factors lead to the decision to install mmble strips in this section of highway.
please follow the recommendations from the FHA:

1. Raised mmble strips should not be permitted under any circumstances
2. The rumble strips should be milled
3. Shallow depth for rumble strip grooves, less than 3/8 inches.

JBAZ -8630 217" St SW, EDMONDS, WASHINGTON 98026

Phone: (206) 498-2610  john@johnbissell.com
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4. A 12-foot smooth gap every 40 to 60 feet, so cyclists can maneuver between the
lane and the shoulder without riding directly on the bumpy part.

5. A minimum clear shoulder of four (4) feet befween the rumble strip and the edge
of pavement should be provided, and a minimum of five (5) feet adjacent to gard
rails.

6. Small stones, sand and other debris often collect on roadway shoulders. Usually
the air turbulence caused by passing traffic will keep the portion of the shoulder
closest to traffic relatively clear of such debris. For this reason, most bicyclists
prefer to ride on that portion of the shoulder nearest to traffic to avoid debris. To
provide a clear area beyvond the mumble strip for bicycle travel, highway
maintenance agencies should periodically sweep shoulders along idenfified
bicyele routes and other routes of high bicvele usage. If that will not be possible
due to budget 1ssues. ofher mitigation should be made, such as providing a wider
shoulder, allowing 2 feet clear area of smooth pavement between the fog line and
the umble strip, and the requisite 4 — 5 feet clear between the rumble strip and the
edge of pavement as noted in point 5 above.

I hope these comments help CalTrans to create a safer multimodal rode for all of us to

enjoy.

Sincerely

/! — -
M— 7
John Bissell, AICP

Principal
JBA Consultants
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From: Carroll, Chris S@DOT

To: "John Biszell”

Boc: Suthahar, Sutha®00T; Henford, Steve PEDOT
Subject: RE: Yolo 16 Saftey Project

Date: Friday, February 27, 2015 11:0%:00 AM

Hilohn, Glad we were able to help you out. See below in red for a few more responses in red.
Thanks again for your interest in the project!

Chris Carroll

Associgte Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation - District 3 North Region Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95301

(530) 741- 4276

(530) 741-4457 Fax

Panic...... Chaos......Disorder..... .My Job Here Is Done!

From: | | 0On Behalf Of John Bissell
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 9:44 AM

To: Carroll, Chris S@DOT

Subject: Re: Yolo 16 Saftey Project

Chris,
Thanks very much for your response. The design team answers are really helpful.

Since vou are working on an IS/MMD now it 1s really important that our concerns are in the
plan. With the IS/MMD the resolutions to the concerns need to be placed in the final issued
document since that 1s the only way to be sure that the mutigation are binding. Because these
resolutions deal with “project design”™ and not “environmental” they are included in our
project plans, layouts, specs etc. and not in our environmental document. They are not
considered “mitigation”. The appropriate place for them to be addressed to ensure that they
are included as part of the project will be in the project plans, layouts, and specs. These
plans, specs, etc. are all being developed and will continue to be developed from now until
the project goes to construction.

All of the answers except the answer to item number 4 are great news.

On my item 4: "12-foot smooth gap every 40 to 60 feet, so cyclists can maneuver between
the lane and the shoulder without riding directly on the rumble strips" At this point in the
project development process Caltrans will give full consideration to the placement of gaps 1n
the mimble strips for bicycle maneuverability.

The answer is pretty vague noting that this issue will be addressed at the time of final
construction design. I understand that the design team needs some flexibility, and that thus
design criteria may not be in the CalTrans design standards. However, this design spec is in
the USDOT standards and is very important to bicycle rider safety. If (when) the should is
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blocked with debris, or a stalled car or some other impediment, the bicycle rider will need fo
exit the shoulder. Rumble strips have been found to cause a hazard to bicycle riders, and
thus a continuous rumble strip provides no exit opporfunity for the bicycle nder.

Assurance of compliance with all criteria that provides safety for bicyclists is critical for the
cycling community. Could you please explain the process to ensure that all of the criteria
added tot eh finla IS/MMD, including the criteria I requested in my item 4 of my previous
email? Caltrans agree’s that the safety of bicyclists is important for the cycling community
overall. Part of this project includes providing wider shoulders, which are available for
cyclists, in addifion fo the milled rumble strips, etc. All of the criteria outlined will be
addressed and included in the project design sheets, layouts, specs, etc., all of which are all
being developed and will continue to be developed from now until the project goes fo
construction.

Adding these criteria that we all agree on to the mitigating conditions seems like a simple
way to assure the bicycle community tha the project will be constructed and designed in a
way that resolves the issues for both car driver safety and bicycle rider safety.

If CalTrans decides not to include the criteria in the ISMMD. Is there an appeal process for
the ISMMD? Could you explain the process and provide the dates when the ISMDD is
completed and the dates for appeal? Also can you please add me to the ISMMD notification
list? Caltrans is planning to include several bicycle friendly items as part of the proposed
project. There is no “appeal” process for the finalization and approval the ISMND. This
project now is in the open public comment period so any and all comments are being
considered and addressed and will be entered as part of the project record. Once the ISMND
15 finalized and approved the project then moves on to the “design™ phase which means the
project will essentially be designed. This will take several months given the size of this
proposed project.

T will definitely add vou to our mailing list so that when the final IS/MND is released I will
e-mail you a copy. What vou can do from here on out is keep in touch with us as the project
moves forward into more intensive design and we can let you know if there are updates on
these bicycling related items, or any other project related ttems.

But better vet, is there a way we can add this and all the other answers to the required

mitigation measures in the ISMMD? All of these comments. including your letter, will be
added to comments section of the final ISMND.

Thanks again for your help.
John Bissell

John Bissell, AICP

206 498 3610

On Fr, Feb 27, 2015 at 8:06 AM, Carroll, Chris S@DOT =chns.carrollf@dot.ca.gov> wrote:
Good Marning John, Thank you for your comments and attached letter. | passed them on to our

design folks whom provided me with some responses, which | have included below in red.
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As you may or may not know the current proposed project is scaled way back from what was
proposed in 2009, that is why the previous EIS/EIR is no longer up on our website. As a result we are
preparing a new environmental document, which is proposed to be an Initial Study/Mitigated
Megative Declaration (IS/MND). That document, in draft form, is currently up on our website. The
current scope of work includes 3 spot locations. | am attaching a copy of the current draft
document. We hope to have the final completed in mid-late April.

If you have any further guestions/comments please myself and/or project manager, Sutha Suthahar
know.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

Chris Carrall

Associate Environmental Coordinator

California Depariment of Transportation - District 3 North Region Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95801

(530) 741- 4376

(530] 741-4457 Fax

Panic...... Chaos......Disorder......My Jlob Here Is Done!

From:| |on Behalf Of John Bissell
sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 4:18 PM

To: Carroll, Chriz S@DOT; Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

Subject: Yolo 16 Saftey Project

Chris Carroll
Sutha Suthahar,

In the initial EIS/EIR for the above referenced project there was some discussion and
comment regarding Rumble Strips. | submitted a comment specifically referencing
studies that found the problems and solutions related to rumble strips and bicycle
use. My comments were incorporated into the final EIS/EIR. Unfortunately that
EIS/EIR is not on the website for the reference project. | am attaching my EIS/EIR
comment letter to this e-mail for your reference.

The attached comment letter referenced the USDOT standards that were adopted
after several states did studies that found rumble strips cause a hazard

to bicycle riders. Standard rumble strips create a hazard that cause bicycle riders

to lose control of their bikes and can cause the rider to fall into traffic causing injury
and/or death. This problem outweighs the benefits of rumble strips

in areas where bicycle rider traffic is somewhat heavy, as it is during several months
per year on highway 16.

However, the study also recognized the benefit of rumble strips in preventing single
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car run-off the road crashes. Thus there was a conflict in appropriate design criteria
on roads that had substantial bicycle traffic and a high incident of single car run-off
the road crashes.

After further research it was found that the following criteria should be used where
there was a conflict as described above:

If other factors lead to the decision to install umble strips in this section of highway. please
follow the recommendations from the FHA:

1. Raised rumble strips should not be permutted under any circumstances Raised rumble

strips will not be used. We will use the Standard Plan A40B for rumbles strips.

2. The mumble strips should be milled, not pressed. (Milled creates a round bottom that is
an inconvenience o cyclists, not a hazard) The rumble strips will be milled.

3. Shallow depth for mumble sirip grooves, less than 3/8 inches. Rumble strip depth will be
5/16".

4. 12-foot smooth gap every 40 to 60 feet, so cyclists can maneuver between the lane and
the shoulder without riding directly on the mumble strips. During finzl design,
consideration will be given to placing gaps in the rumble strips for bicycle maneuverability.

. A minimum clear shoulder of four (4) feet between the mumble strip and the edge of
pavement should be provided, and a mininmum of five (5) feet adjacent to gard rails.
There will always be at least & between the rumble strip and Edge of pavement (6.5 is

il

typical).

. Small stones, sand and other debris often collect on roadway shoulders. Usually the air
turbulence caused by passing traffic will keep the portion of the shoulder closest to
traffic relatively clear of such debris. For this reason, most bicyclists prefer to ride on
that portion of the shoulder nearest to traffic to avoid debris. To provide a clear area
beyond the mmble strip for bicycle travel, highway maintenance agencies should
periodically sweep shoulders along identified bicycle routes and other routes of high
bicyele usage. If that will not be possible due to budget issues. other mitigation should
be made, such as providing a wider shoulder, allowing 2 feet clear area of smooth
pavement between the fog line and the mumble strip, and the requisite 4 — 5 feef clear
between the mumble strip and the edge of pavement as noted in point 5 above. A=

mentioned above there will always be at least 6" between the rumble strip and edge of

(=1

pavement. & major component of this project includes providing wider shoulders.
The original EIS/EIR incorporated theses comments. After the Final EIS/EIR was completed
I discussed this issue with the lead design engineer who agreed to use these standards. Many
cyclists in the area would feel relief if vou could assure the public that either. no mumble strips
are proposed, or that if mumble strips are proposed the above design criteria will be used to
ensure bicycle rider safety.

I'm hoping you can tell me if any construction plan sets have been started on the
referenced project, and if any have been, | hop you can forward PDF of these plans to
me for review.

Also, please send a PDF copy of the final EIS/EIR along with the associated draft
EIS/EIR
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Thank vou for vour time and consideration.

John Bissell. ATCP
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Comment 4B - John Bissell

From: [ |
Tao: Canoll, Chyis SEDOT; Keaton, Dennis |L@DOT
Cc: John Bissell; Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

Subject: Re: Yolo 16 Saftey Project

Diate: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:51:26 PM

Attachments: WSDOT Standard Plans, pdf

Chris,
thanks for all your help on this project.

As I said in previous e-mails, if rumble strips are to be used it is very important to
me, and several bicycle groups that the design be bicycle friendly. In you response
you note how Caltrans would deign to every criteria that is important to bicyclists,
except one. On that one is a gap in rumble strip so that bicycle riders have a safe
way to exit the shoulder if there is an obstacle. In that case, you did not say no,
but instead you said that this would be considered during the design process.

This issue is well studied, particularly by the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT). A study conduced and published subsequent to 1994
found the benefits, but also the hazards associated with rumble strips. One of those
hazards is causing bicyclists to lose control and fall into traffic. The mitigating
measures I suggested in my previous e-mails that CalTans has agreed to go a
significant way toward mitigating the hazard. But the gap as proposed does not
reduce the effectiveness of the rumble strips for single car run off the road crashes,
while dramatically reducing the hazard rumble strips create for the bicyclist.

To help, I looked up the WSDOT design standards, found in the manual called the
"WSDOT Standard Plans, M 21-01 August 4, 2014". That manual contains two
sheets labeled M - 60.20.02 are the relevant design specifications. 1 have attached
those two sheets for your convenience.

I hope this helps in creating a roadway design that is safe for all users.

Thank you,

John Bissell

John Bissell, AICP

On Fri, Feb 27, 2015 at 8:06 AM, Carroll, Chris S@DOT =chris.carroll@dot.ca.gov =
wrote:

Good Morning John, Thank you for your comments and attached letter. | passed them on to our
design folks whom provided me with some responses, which | have included below in red.

As you may or may not know the current proposad project is scaled way back from what was
proposed in 2008, that is why the previous EIS/EIR is no longer up an our website. As a result we
are preparing a new environmental document, which is proposed to be an Initial Study/Mitigated
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MWegative Declaration (I5/MND). That document, in draft form, is currently up on our website. The
current scope of work includes 3 spot locations. | am attaching & copy of the current draft
document. We hope to have the final completed in mid-late April.

f you have any further questions/comments please myself and/or project manager, Sutha
Suthahar know.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

Chris Carroll

Associate Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation - District 3 North Region Environmentzl Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

[530)741-4276

[530) 741-4457 Fax

Fanic...... Chaos......Disorder......My lob Here Is Done!

From: [ |on Behalf Of John Bissell
sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 4:18 PM

To: Carroll, Chris S@DOT; Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

Subject: Yolo 16 Saftey Project

Chris Carroll

Sutha Suthahar,

In the initial EIS/EIR for the above referenced project there was some
discussion and comment regarding Rumble Strips. | submitted a comment
specifically referencing studies that found the problems and solutions related to
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rumble strips and bicycle use. My comments were incorporated into the

final EIS/EIR. Unfortunately that EIS/EIR is not on the website for the reference
project. |am attaching my EIS/EIR comment letter to this e-mail for

your reference.

The attached comment letter referenced the USDOT standards that were adopted
after several states did studies that found rumble strips cause a hazard

to bicycle riders. Standard rumble strips create a hazard that cause bicycle riders
to lose control of their bikes and can cause the rider to fall into traffic causing injury
and/or death. This problem ocutweighs the benefits of rumble strips

in areas where bicycle rider traffic is somewhat heavy, as it is during

several months per year on highway 16.

However, the study also recognized the benefit of rumble strips in preventing single
car run-off the road crashes. Thus there was a conflict in appropriate design
criteria on roads that had substantial bicycle traffic and a high incident of single car
run-off the road crashes.

After further research it was found that the following criteria should be used where
there was a conflict as described above:

If other factors lead to the decision to install rumble strips in this section of
highway, please follow the recommendations from the FHA:

1. Raised rumble strips should not be permitted under any circumstances
Raised rumble strips will not be used. We will use the Standard Plan A40B for rumbles
strips.

2. The rumble strips should be milled, not pressed. (Milled creates a round
bottom that is an inconvenience to cyclists, not a hazard) The rumble strips will
be milled.

3. Shallow depth for rumble strip grooves, less than 3/8 inches. Rumble strip
depth will be 5/16".

4. 12-foot smooth gap every 40 to 60 feet, so cyclists can maneuver between
the lane and the shoulder without ||d|nq directly on the |umble strips. During

al design, consideration will be given to placing gaps in the rumble strips for bicycle
maneuverability.

5. A minimum clear shoulder of four (4) feet between the rumble strip and the
edge of pavement should be pmvided, and a minimum of five (5) feet
adjacent to gard rails. There will always be at least 6" between the rumble strip anc

Edge of pavement (6.5 is typical).
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6. Small stones, sand and other debris often collect on roadway shoulders.
Usually the air turbulence caused by passing traffic will keep the portion of
the shoulder closest to traffic relatively clear of such debris. For this reason,
most bicyclists prefer to ride on that portion of the shoulder nearest to traffic
to avoid debris. To provide a clear area beyond the rumble strip for bicycle
travel, highway maintenance agencies should periodically sweep shoulders
along identified bicycle routes and other routes of high bicycle usage. If that
will not be possible due to budget issues, other mitigation should be made,
such as providing a wider shoulder, allowing 2 feet clear area of smooth
pavement between the fog line and the rumble strip, and the requisite 4 - 5
feet clear between the rumble strip and the edge of pavement as noted in

point 5 above. 4z mentioned sbove there will always be atleast 6 between the rumble
strip and edge of pavement. A major component of this project includes providing wider
shoulders.

The original EIS/EIR incorporated theses comments. After the Final EIS/EIR was
completed T discussed this issue with the lead design engineer who agreed to use
these standards. Many cyclists in the area would feel relief if you could assure the
public that either, no rumble strips are proposed, or that if rumble strips are
proposed the above design criteria will be used to ensure bicycle rider safety.

I'm hoping you can tell me if any construction plan sets have been started on the
referenced project, and if any have been, | hop you can forward PDF of these plans
to me for review.

Also, please send a PDF copy of the final EIS/EIR along with the associated draft
EIS/EIR

Thank you for your time and consideration.

John Bissell, AICP
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Comment 5 - Lloyd Wendland

Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project &
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hall {rtrans
COMMENT SHEET

Name: £/owd 4 0o Mg &

Organization/ Business Affiliation (if spplicable): L=k € K _

Address: /SH2 0 STRTe &M%ﬁﬁ@& -
E-Mail Address: N —
Preferred alternative at Co Rd 89 (circle onc): Roundabout, all-way stop (multilanc),
Comments: Mo Le/~T TU0Rw Lyl AT R/ 7T
LocATion 41, P Trons

Completing and signing this document is voluntary. Caltrans may use this information for statistical purposes, to
notify you of any future hearings, or to assist in providing you with further information. This document is public
record and may be subject to inspection and copying by other members of the public.

Please deposit this sheet into the comment box before the end of the public meeting. Or if you wish, send your
comments by mail to Caltrans, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901 or by e-mail to Sutha Suthahar
(sutha.suthahar@dot.ca. gov). submit comments rch 10, 2015.
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Comment 6 — Greq Kringen

Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project *
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hail firans
COMMENT SHEET
Name: E‘.“Jf‘fa\ q{f Ve [
v =
Organization/ Business Affiliation (if applicable): T R 1'!!-4‘ L T N L
T =
Addres: oS0 Ay b Gy
E-Mail Address: G Y AB CT A BB G R
3 T x * 1.|
Preferred alternative at Co Rd 89 (circle onc)-Rovndabout,alt-way-siep milmc},@i@ﬁ
Comments:

Completing and signing this document is voluntary. Calfrans may use this information for statistical purposes, to
notify you of any futwre hearings, or to assist in providing you with further information. This document is public
record and may be subject to inspection and copying bry other members of the public.

Please deposit this sheet into the comment box before the end of the public meeting. Or if you wish, send vour
comments by mail to Caltrans, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901 or by e-mail to Sutha Suthahar

{sutha.suthahar(@dot.ca.gov). Plense submit comments by March 10, 2015,
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Comment 7 — Michael McDonald

Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project * '
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hall ftrons-

COMMENT SHEET

' #
Name: rri'(fb[eﬂ? / /‘z/ﬁ.lff}._n,wﬁ» { A
Organization/ Business Affiliation (if applicable): ﬂﬂ?"’f"‘?’ s y Py (’n T et
Address: AGIP G 2a Do A C‘zﬁ""ﬁ-’y’ 7 FSEI > __

E-Mail Address:

Preferred alternative at Co Rd 89 (circle one): Roundabout, all-way stop {(muliilane), or traffic signal "ﬁ%’;"‘f
F

Commenis: - .
L ebpese r\ﬁ'ﬂf‘ TuRw L€  dq Fresewrity
P27 Reowid P74 )

Completing and signing this document is voluntary. Caltrans may use this information for statistical purposes, fo
notily you of amy future hearings, or to assist in providing you with further information. This documeat is public
record and may be subject to inspection and copying by other members of the public.

Please deposit this sheet into the comment box before the end of the public meeting. Or if you wish, send your
comments by mail to Caltrans, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901 or by e-mail to Sutha Suthahar
(sutha suthahari@dol ca. gov). Please submit comm March 10, 201
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Comment 8 — Colleen Fescenmeyer

Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project *
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hall Litrans
COMMENT SHEET
[ .
Name: e Fel fan

Organization/ Bun-ess Affiliation {thpln:ntﬂe]

Address: ,l’;?‘k& ' rlﬂ - Lﬂ. ' i i [E; '_xr_e;_'__]l-_.lt-:____ -

N

-

E-Mail Address: | @ © [ F e by By [ I A o ) R o Y
— L. 7 et

J
Preferred alternative at Co Rd 89 (circle one): Roundabout, all-way stop (multilane), or traffic signal

. ; o ] I R
Comments: .L_ - i T i _ILL“.L{{.E-"-"-H?#'] {rs
Al J - U
A A = PR Y 1A sy, / : A e g X d
; L { i ! v W it ot "f'. [
£ LS A VS L Y oy ety LA -: LA ) AT e g WIRLE- R
b ginn Sheee rl 'ilﬂnt}:f?fi. S

—%Dn"/"— _ﬂd!"""- ‘U(—'é'o .!.f'—"-:’{ LJ/-/‘P.; flr f;lj -':tﬂu-’h .,_,{.,.,_,p H_'f_u.
B Ve LOKC nﬂf D .4?“- D idy Ut

¥, T

Completing and signing this docament is voluniary. Calirans may use this information for statistical purposes, to
notify you of any future hearings, or fo assist in providing yon with farther information. This docoment is public
record and may be subject to inspection and copying by other members of the public.

Please deposit this sheet into the comment box before the end of the public meeting. Or if you wish, send your
comments by mail to Caltrans, 703 B Strect, Marysville, CA 95901 or by e-mail to Sutha Suthahar

{sutha suthahar@dot.ca.gov). Please submit comments by March 10, 2015.
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Comment 9 — Colleen Fescenmeyer

Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project &
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hall (aNrons
COMMENT SHEET
H f . | P
Name: 0 e R e Lt -
Organization/ Business Affiliation (if applicable): If ( /L5 D _
L P ) ; /
Address: | ¥ o .l'ﬂ:._‘,_, LT [ ;D
E-Maill Address: T 0CFin ey &l (D 0 lagin  fans

b L L e L PSR Y A T

Preferred alternative at Co Rd 89 (circle onc): Roundabout, all-way stop {multilane), or traffic signal

-

Comments: _* A 008 vl A gl e, T be 51 _
¥ | .- - = / i ]
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":L-{ L‘L.-&/% A—'-l'_l:-ﬂ-'}f_,x.'{ r [

Completing and signing this docoment is voluntary. Caltrans may use this information for statistical purposes, to
notify you of any future hearings, or io assist in providiog you with further information. This document is public
record and may be subject to inspection and copying by vilver members of the public.

Please deposit this sheet into the comment box before the end of the public meeting. Or if you wish, send your
comments by mail to Caltrans, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901 or by e-mail to Sutha Suthahar

(sutha.suthahar@@dot.ca.gov). Please submit comments by March 10, 2015,
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Comment 10 — Duane Chamberlain

Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project *
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hall (Bftrans
COMMENT SHEET

o~ -
=7} . .
Name: é"fé'g;z fle {: {:’; 3 ﬁﬁ%ﬁ /0’0‘1

Organization/ Business AMiliation (if spplicable):__ ¢4 /oo (e o L Fer C;;L.r'rp_S
s !

Address: S¥LH 3 o Aod r;:*’L/_f_k Fﬂ#’ﬂ/-‘in.ﬂ/ . —

E-Mail Address: (0. - @ o n Jo why orf o
Preferred alternative at Co Rd 89 {circle one): Roundabout, all-way stop Eliilm}Qﬁﬁ@
ClI'IIIIIIEI!ItI-.' P /..IIL ";:” '{ ;i’-"-"/:.' "'zi" & :"’. z/ [

Completing and signing this doc t is voluntary. Caltrans may ose this information for statistical purposes, fo

notify you of any future hearings, or to assist in providing you with forther information. This document is public
record and may be subject to inspection and copying by other members of the public.

Please deposit this sheet into the comment box before the end of the public meeting. Or if you wish, send your
comments by mail to Caltrans, 703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901 or by e-mail 10 Sutha Suthahar

{sutha.suthahari@idor.ca.gov). Please submit comments by March 10, 2015,
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Comment 11 — Janine Gilham

e Yole 16 Safety Improvement Project S
OPEN HOUSE
Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 5:00-7:00 p.m., Esparto Community Hall firans
COMMENT SHEET .
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Please deposit this sheet into he comment box before the end of the public meeting. O if you wish, send your
mmrumtgrmailwﬂﬂm?mBSmMmﬁvﬂleﬁCAQﬁﬁlmhy&mﬂtuﬂumaﬁﬂhalm
I (sutha.suthahar{@dot ca gov). sub ts by March 10, 2815.
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Comment 12 — John Whitehead

Chris Carroll 2015 March 8
Caltrans, Office of Environmental Management

703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

Dear Chns Carroll and the Caltrans Dhstrict 3 feam,

The following 15 submitted as public comment in response to the Draft Initial
Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (ISMND) for the State Foute 16 project
in Yolo County, recently accessed at hitp://dot.ca.gov/dist3/Projects/0C4 70/prjindex him.
The IS/MND is referred to below as the draft environmental document. The subject of
my comments is the need to put more consideration and effort into rumble stnp safety.

My qualifications to comment

I dove my car 200 miles per week, mostly at freeway speeds, with decades of expenience
on two-lane state highways, so I fully appreciate the importance of motor vehicle safety.
My 27 years of professicnal work in aerospace engineering was preceded by eaming a
PhD in engineering for doing original research in automobile steering dynamics, so I
have a solid understanding of motor vehicle maneuvering, e.g. relevant to drowsy drivers
nmmning off the road. I nde bicycles approximately 100 miles per week in towns, county
reads, and on state highways, so I'm very familiar with bicycle safety. I have ndden
bicycles many times on Highway 16 over the full length of Capay Valley. I've carefully
read many sections in the California Vehicle Code, so I am more familiar with the Bules
of the Road than is possible by only studying to pass the drver’s license test. Ower the
years [ have purchased updated versions of the CVC, and I still have my first one dated
1979, Since the 1980°s, T have had continuous membership in the Davis Bike Club, the
American Automobile Association, and the Society of Automoetive Engineers. For some
years in my youth, I lived with a car-culture disdain for bicycles, so I know that
misunderstandings and biases can exist.

The draft environmental document is incomplete

The draft environmental document for State Route 16 leaves the impressicn that
pricritizing bicycle safety might be a separate procedural activity from actual road work,
which would be imacceptable. It 1s of great concem that there is no mention of bicycles
or bicycle safety in any of the paragraphs that refer to rumble strips. The document has
encouraging language about the importance of bicyele safety, but with ne details and
without any mention of numble strips in the paragraphs that refer to bicycles.

A paragraph on pages 18-19 in the draft environmental document says that “the propesed
project is designed to improve safety for all roadway users.” which is only possible if
bicycles can safely maneuver from the roadway onto the shoulder to escape harm. The
same paragraph states that wider shoulders will improve the roadway, which seems
inconsistent with the legal defimition of “roadway.” Wide shoulders will be appreciated
by people nding bicycles in many cases, but please note that the shoulder is not part of
the roadway, as defined by the Califormia Vehicle Code, section 330, The word

State Foute 16 comments from John Whitehead, March 2015 1
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“roadway” 15 used consistently in accordance with this definition in CWVC 21202(z),
which explains that bicycles use the roadway, where vehicles travel.

Revisions requested

The draft environmental document should be revised to explicitly include the following
information. Planning and implementing roadwork might not otherwise benefit from
these explanations in the absence of sufficient bicycle nding expenience.

1. People nding bicycles frequently maneuver to avoid pieces of debris and pavement
rough spots, either of which are often too small to be noticed by people driving motor
vehicles.

2. Shoulder rumble strips are horribly bumpy for bicycles, to the point of danger.

3. People nding bicycles often use the roadway in accordance with the California
WVehicle Code, while bicycles are altematively often ndden on read shoulders.

4. A shoulder is not a bicycle lane and a shoulder is not part of the roadway (CVC 330).
Traffic safety includes bicycle safety, per the definition of “traffic™ (CVC 620).

5. Bicycle traffic safety requires the capability to safely maneuver from the roadway to
the shoulder and back again, on short notice. to aveid hazards. Foadway hazards include
other traffic. while shoulder hazards include low quality or decaying pavement, collected
debris, and parked vehicles.

6. Fepaving work for state highways in California sometimes includes only the roadway.,
while cracked bumpy shoulders are neglected enfirely and left “as 1™ to decay. A recent
example 15 State Route 128 just west of the City of Winters. where the readway is newly
smooth and the shoulders remain old and of peor quality.

7. Smooth gaps in umble strips permit bicycles to safely maneuver between the roadway
and the shoulder, without compromising the intended purpose of awakening sleepy
drivers of drifting vehicles. Vehicle tires on a contimious mumble stnp produce a
continaous long “buzzzzzzzzzzzz ™ while the sound is a rapidly repeating “buzz-buzz-
buzz" when gaps are used. At vehicle speeds, the repetition rate is more than once per
second, with only a very brief quiet spot between the separate “buzz” sounds, roughly
one-tenth of a second.

8. When a motor vehicle with a sleepy driver gradually drfts off the road, it 1s not
possible for the vehicle to slip through a gap in a rumble strip without making the
alarming “buzz-buzz-buzz” noise. In order for a vehicle to ship through a 10-foot or a 12-
foot gap, a severe steering maneuver would have to happen at exactly the nght moment,
more sudden than a typical lane-change. In such a situation, a car would quickly nn off
the road and 1t would not matter whether the numble strip has gaps or not.

State Foute 16 comments from John Whitehead, March 2013 2
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0. The US Department of Transportation, Federal Hishway Admimstration,
recommended the nse of mmble strip gaps almost 14 years ago, in Techmical Advisory T
504033, dated December 2001. Pages of this document. with underlines to emphasize
key points, appear in Appendix L of the December 2009 Final Environmental Tmpact
Eeport for the State Foute 16 Safety Improvement Project (as had been planned m 2009).

10. The State of Anizona, for example, has adopted the use of gaps for all shoulder
rumble stmips. The standard is a repeating 40-foot pattern having 30 feet of grooves and a
10-foot smooth gap. The Arizona practice is documented by Standard Drawing M-22,
Sheet 2 of 3, dated June 2014, of the Anzona Department of Transportation, Intermodal
Transportation Division, Traffic Signing and Marking, drawing title “Longitudinal
FEumble Stnp Exception Details.” This drawing sheet was recently accessed via the
internet at the following URL,

=http:/‘azdot gov/does/default-source businesslibranes -2 2b-Tune-14 pdftsfiTsn=18=.
In addition, the Anzona DOT website explains the purpose of mumble strips and gaps in a
public cutreach page. at the following URL,

=http:/azdot. gov/media’blog posts/2013/09/04/transportation-defined-mmble-strips=.

11. The State Foute 16 project is an ideal opporiunity to implement rumble stmp gaps in
California. Standard Plans page A-40B needs to be updated to nclude gaps m shoulder
rumble strips. The footmote refemng to bicyeles suggests an inherent notion that bieyeles
will always ride on the shoulder, never needing to cross mumble strips, which is contrary
to law (bicycles use both the roadway and the shoulder).

12. Considening the mportance of minor pavement defects for bicyele safety, it is
obviously mappropriate for any govemment highway authonty to treat mmmble stmp
specifications as “details to be left up to the contractor.™ Bicycle-safe rumble strip details
need to be ncorperated mto the road construction contract for State Eoute 16, In
addition to including gaps, there needs to be enforcement of the maximum 5/16 inch
depth for rumble strip grooves.

13. When the earlier State Foute 16 Safety Improvement Project was planned back in
2009, comments in favor of umble strip gaps were submitted to Caltrans by roughly 20
people. All those comments in that earlier environmental document (Appendix L, as
above) are completely relevant to the present project planning, and therefore should be
incorporated into the present environmental document and planning process.

Sincerely,

JC Whitehead  (submitted electronically)
John Whitehead

3322 Biscayne Bay PL

Davis, CA 95616

530-758-8115
jowiadenorg

State Foute 16 comments from John Whitehead, March 2013 3
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Comment 13 = Triple Creek Farm

Fron: Douglas Dahlin

To: Caroll, Chiis SEHDO

Subject: Hwey 16 Improvements

Date: Saturday, March 07, 2015 4:49:55 PM

Dear Chris Carroll,

1 send this message in regards to the proposed improvements on Highway 16. My
husband and I are owners of the property located at 15790 County Road 82B with
significant frontage along Highway 16. Our property would be impacted by the work you
propose near 82B. Unfortunately, we were not able to attend the meeting on Feb. 25th
in Esparto.

Our questions are: Why is the work necessary in the area 0.3 miles west of 82B to 200’
west of §2B7

How much of our land will be needed to complete this project?

How much do you propose to compensate us for taking our land out of its agricultural
use?

Many thanks for your help in this matter,

JoAnne Dahlin
Triple Creek Farm
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Comment 14 — Paul Muller

From: Paul Muller

To: Camoll, Chis S&HDOT

Cic: Nancy Pennebaker

Subject: Sr 16 project

Date: Manday, March 09, 2015 4:51:56 PM

Dear Chris and Caltrans, I am writing with a couple of comments regarding the proposaed SIP for SR 16
near the town of Esparto. I have a few comments with regards to project location 3 with regards to the
removal of trees on the south west part of the segment closest to the intersection of Yolo Avenue and
the project. Your Engineer, at the meeting held in Esparto heard my concerns that the trees are part of
the transition between the faster moving segment and the slower moving business district. It seems
clear that a 20 foot recovery zone here would not be needed because the speeds in this area would be
much slower and would help to calm traffic in the transition.

I would also express concern about the removal of the Osage Orange trees in the middle of the project.
Your project manager rather glibly stated that the landowner wants the trees out of there. It seems to
me that these trees are apart of Caltrans jurisdiction and are bordersd by the highway to the north and
a drainage ditch to the south,making them more wholly the concern of Calirans. These trees have a
historical value, are a completely unigue vegetation to the county and again would be at the edge of
the clear recovery zone and should be left there. We have gone over the "engineering standards’ and
liability" arguments many times with you all, and feel that it is a bit of a universal excuse that is given
out to justify the most “irrefutable * consideration when there is more latitude than Caltrans is willing to
admit. Please evaluate the unigue character of the trees and their historical value.

Finally, there was a street 'scape study’ done years ago for the community of Esparto in a great
community process that recommended that Caltrans and the County of Yolo begin to evaluate the long
term economic and safety impact on the central business district of Esparto where all traffic is funneled
through the community. It was then requested that Caltrans consider the long term movement of traffic
around the town and consider a bypass of the community to the north of town along the old railroad
right of way. I would hope that Caltrans keeps this recommendation and request In mind when planning
safety improvements to this corridor— and put this improvement into the planning pipeline that may see
it realized in 10 or more years.

Finally most community members were pleased when the last "SIP’ for this segment was rejected in
court. Much of the concern was regarding the growth inducing impacts and the elevation of the road
bed that was uncertain in the EIR... I would think that most residents would have litle problem with
seeing @ modest rise in the roadbed—4 inches to mitigate the problems of floading. T am surprised that
Caltrans didnt deal with the issues and address the judges concerns and offer a solution to the court
that would allow the more cost effective solution of a very modest roadbed elevation inf near the
existing alignment. Farmers were concemed that the 4 feet suggested in the last project would be
crazy, but they would not have a problem, i think with a slight rise in elevation. Way was this nat
considered?

In the groups that I have worked with commenting on the SIP in this segment, and for the entire
project, worries were expressed about a roadway design actually increasing speeds and making the
segment more dangerous for tractors and ag equipment because the closing speeds get greater.. I
realize from past discussions with Calirans that you feel that you have little latitude with regards to
design and can't calculate design and the propensity of certain designs to moderate speeds. Yet your
design is certainly important for the future and energy use— 55 saves lives, gas-fewer emissions, 55
can be influenced by the surroundings left or planted like existing trees and Shrubs to make things
slower. Please consider design options to make the road safe but not turn it into a wide open raceway—
travel 1505 and see that most folks do 75 to 80 mph. they need to know that when they get on SR 16,
it is time to move slower- at 55 and safer— expand your horizons and consider how this segment might
be designed to influence this behavior.

Thanks of reconsidering these comments.

Paul Muller

145



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Comment 15 — Capay Valley Coalition

1

(=]

Capay Valley Coalition
P.0.Box 894
Esparto, CA 95627

March 10, 2015

Chris Carroll

Caltrans, Office of Environmental Management M-1
703 B Street

Marysville. CA 95901

Re: State Route 16 Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration
Dear Ms. Carroll:

The Capay Valley Coalition provides the following comments on the Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for
the State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project

Page 5 Caltrans’ proposed replanting of 76 Valley oaks should be within the Capay Valley whether within a CT right of way
or another property. Additionally, the replanted trees should be located within State Route 16°s view shed

page 9 Option B is a preferred choice for location 1 as it has less impacts to Taylor Creek and most right of way for that
choice has been obtained. (CVC understands that the owner of the house on the corner is a willing seller.)

3. Location 3 ~Esparto
CVC understands that there will be a traffic light at the intersection of Yolo Avenue and County Road 21A There will be a
two way left turn lane from Yolo Avenue to just east of County Road 86A which will enable left turns into business and
residences and provide a refuge area for pull outs
Al the meeting in Esparto, Caltrans informed CVC's representative that a curb would be built to help protect the Parker house
on the north side of the highway at the intersection; but Caltrans now plans to remove trees and make a clear recovery zone
on the south side. Caltrans should preserve the trees on the south side and build a curb at that location. This area is in town
adjacent to a traffic light and thus a clear recovery zone is inappropriate.

4. Location 3 - Madison
At the State Route 16 and County Road 89 intersection, CVC endorses adding a traffic signal with the light weighted to
east/west traffic and a mechanism for change triggered by approaching north/south traffic.
CVC also endorses the option for access to the Madison Migrant Center off of County Road 89. A great many of the
accidents that triggered the need for a safety project occurred on State Route 16 at the entrance to the Migrant Center

5. Although not in the proposed project, CVC proposes that Caltrans implement an interim safety project of guard rails on
State Route 16 at County Road 81. There have been fatalities in this steep arroyo with mo shoulders to rely on

Sincerely,

vIn WA,

Pam Welch, President
Capay Valley Coalition
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Comment 16 — Randy Byrne

From: Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

To: Randy Byrne

Ci: Chambedsin, Duane@Yolo; Brannon, Tom LEDOT; Carroll, Chiis SEDOT
Subject: RE: Comment on Yolo 16 Safety Improvemnent Project

Diate: Friday, February 27, 2015 10:09:03 AM

Dear Mr. Byrne,

Thank you for your comments and | have forwardad this email the Project Team. You will
receive a response in the near future.

Regards,

M. Sutha Suthahar, P.E.
Project Manager
Caltrans - District 3
(530) 741-5408

From: Randy Byrne [mailto:randyb17560@ gmail.cam]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 2:56 AM

To: Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

Cc: Chamberlain, Duane@Yolo

Subject: Comment on Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project

Name: Randy Byrne
Address: 17560 County Rd 85B. Esparto CA 935627
Email: randvb17560@ gmail.com

Comment: I favor the traffic signal over the roundabout alternative due to concern over
reroufing of traffic during roundabout construction. I am also concerned that a roundabout
will create a steady stream of traffic during peak hours which will make turning onto Hwy 16
from intersecting county roads dangerous and time consuming.

I am assuming that construction of a roundabout will cause traffic detours compared to a
traffic signal that will not require rerouting of traffic. I live on County F.d 85B which is used
as an alternative to County Fd 21A or Hwy 16 to and from the casino. County Rd 85B has
several small hills at dips at the southern end of 85B where if intersects with 21A. These dips
cause blind spots as I exit from my driveway on County Rd 85B. Rerouting of traffic onfo
County Road 89-=County Road 23->County Road 85B will pose a safefy issue for residents
of those roads as they attempt to exit or enter their property. Please advise as to rerouting
issues during construction of the different alternatives proposed by Caltrans.

Supervisor Chamberlain, please also consider making the intersection of CR 85B and 214 a
three way stop. Attempting to furn south on CR 83B from CR 214 is hazardous because
traffic turning southbound on 85B does not have a stop and frequently this traffic exceeds the
speed limit of 55 mph on CR. 85B. When stopped on 21 A and making a southbound turn on
85B. there 15 a blind spot for drivers coming southbound on 85B.
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Thanks for vour consideration. If you have any guestions, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Randy Byme

Esparto Resident

Board Member. FERL

Board Member, New Season commumity development organization
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Comment 17 — Yolo County Farm Bureau

PRESIDENT

Yolo County Farm Bureau e

Jo= F. Martinez

P O Box 1556, Woodland CA 55776 2" VICE PRESIDENT

B Hancy Las
530.662.6316 O * 530.662.8611 F SECRETARY/TREASLEER
www yolofarmbureau_ org P —

March 9, 2015

CalTrans

ATTN: Chris Carroll

CalTrans District 3 Environmental Planning
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

RE: Highway 16 Safety Project at three locations

Dear Mr. Carroll;

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the revised proposal for Highway Safety
improvements at three locations on Highway 16, in Madison, Esparto and Capay Valley. | am attaching copies of
our previous correspondence as they support our comments.

Most of the report correctly identifies three separate projects, one is located at the intersection of County Road
29 and Highway 16 in Madison; one is located near the Intersection of County Road 86A to County Road 214 and
Highway 16, near Esparto and the final is located in the Capay Valley.

The project description proposes to widen and pave shoulders to & feet AND provide a 20 foot Clear Recovery
Zone. This pavement is proposed to have a 4:1 slope, however since 2003 we have pointed out that this will
cause a problem for the movement of wide farm equipment. Please see letters dated April 2003, January 23,
2006, June &, 2006, June 19, 2009 and photos we included of various farm equipment. We described the size of
the equipment and the possibility of damage to wide equipment being run on a sloped road — if one of the axles
isn’t supported due to the slope of the road, it may start bouncing which could result in cracking and needing to
be replaced. These are very expensive. We have repeatedly said some farm equipment is up to 20 feet wide.

Safe Movement of Farm Equipment

Since 2003 we have repeatedly requested in meetings and comments that safe turn lanes for farm equipment
be incorporated in the project. As late as the September 2014 meeting, we requested a turn lane along Highway
16 from 1-505 to Esparto so farm equipment can slow down and safely turn without impeding traffic flow. When
questioned, CalTrans suggested the road could be widened so vehicles could go around the outside of a farm
vehicle making a left hand turn. CalTrans discussion seemed to center on cost effectiveness, but from our
perspective we think this is an absolute necessity for such a busy corridor. This project is proposed as a SAFETY
project yet failing to provide infrastructure for the safe movement of farm equipment will not accomplish this
goal. We have previously told CalTrans there are 9 access points to fields between |-505 and Esparto.
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CalTrans

ATTN: Chris Carroll

CalTrans District 3 Environmental Planning
Highway 16 Safety Project

March 9, 2015

Page 2

This is a “must have” before Farm Bureau would consider withdrawing opposition to this project.

Intersection of State Route 16 and County Road 89, Madison
Farm Bureau can support Option A or C.
Farm Bureau totally opposes Option B.
We have written numerous letters detailing reasons for opposition to building a roundabout.

» CalTrans in this report states there is daily traffic of about 13,000 to 14,000 vehicles (see page 26).

& There are three high traffic times each day — from shift changes at the Casino.

s At 5:00 pm it is generally a five minute wait or longer to turn across County Road 864 at Highway 16
every day

¢ There are also events held at the Casino, generally twice a month that back up traffic to the off ramps of
I-5

* CalTrans Engineers have suggested that stop lights in Esparto and 1-505 exits will create gaps in traffic.

*» These gaps will likely be closed by the time the vehicles get to Madison, regardless of the directions the
vehicle are traveling as vehicles will either increase their speed to match the open conditions, or they
will simply catch up to backed up traffic.

s Traffic sensing stoplights would be significantly more safe and local traffic friendly at all locations where
CalTrans is proposing roundabouts. A roundabout is supposed to slow traffic so side traffic can merge.
it"s doubtful traffic will slow enough for big, slow moving farm eguipment to merge, especially if it's a
steady stream of traffic during the peak traffic times and/or dates.

¢ Drivers generally exhibit no awareness or concern about anything but getting to the casino.

+ Seldom does any driver slow down to let cross traffic merge into Highway 16.

+ CalTrans engineers have said they will make the roundabout large enough to accommodate our farm
equipment. The current planned roundabout is 150 feet wide with 20 foot side roads, one lane around
the roundabout.

+ If CalTrans proceeds with the installation of these roundabouts against the repeated concerns stated
by local users, will CalTrans indemnify and hold harmless farmers and their employees for injuries that
will result from accidents that will occur because of high speed, uninterrupted traffic traveling
through these intersections at the same time as the farm equipment?

Slow Moving Farm Equipment Signs

We have also requested in our various meetings over the years that CalTrans provide “Slow Moving Farm
Equipment”™ (Man on a Tractor) caution signs along Highway 16 to no avail, yet these signs have been placed in
numerous locations throughout Yolo County such as Old River Road between West Sacramento and Woodland,
and SH 84 in Clarksburg. Due to the high volume of traffic on Highway 16 we believe that a flashing sign would
help get driver’s attention. One sign is needed near the 1-505 to Madison (west side of the overpass) section of
Highway 16 and the other anywhere close to Esparto would work. Farmers are very careful when driving on
Highway 16 and do not want cars to run into their equipment for numerous reasons — first to avoid injuries, and
to avoid their equipment being damaged.
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CalTrans

ATTN: Chris Carroll

CalTrans District 3 Environmental Planning
Highway 16 Safety Project

March 9, 2015

Page 3

Metering Lights

There was lengthy discussion at the September 2014 meeting at the Farm Bureau about the possibility of
installing metering lights to be triggered during high traffic periods. They would help create gaps in traffic. We
strongly urge CalTrans to consider this safety option.

CalTrans Report on Growth

On Page 14 — Growth — it states that the traffic safety project does not increase capacity and has no potential for
growth. We strongly disagree — widening the lanes with 20 foot recovery zones will only increase speeds as we
believe vehicles will use this as a 2 lane road, with slower cars to be on the right and speedier cars in the inside
lane. This defeats the purpose of “safety” in the clear recovery zone, and dramatically increases the likelihood of
accidents when slow moving farm equipment is on the road.

Turn Lane at Highway 16 and 86A (not 86 — page 33)
We support having a turn lane at this intersection.

Short 4 lanes
Are the proposed widening of the intersections on page 18 State Highway 16 from County Road 21 A, to allow
for turns?

Farmland Equipment

On page 20 the report states the average agricultural equipment averages 14 — 16 feet in width. The average
includes equipment that may be 20 ft wide, and the road needs to accommaodate the large farm equipment.
Please review the photos submitted.

On page 22 the TCCR for SR-16 recommends paving the turnouts and widening shoulders “where
feasible” to allow slow moving farm vehicles to pull off the highway and allow traffic to pass. This is not
practicable with the volume of traffic SR16 experiences — we'd always be pulled off the road. The expectation
that farm equipment will move over needs to be deleted from this written proposal.

We've never been able to get an answer from CalTrans about how much is the sloped ratio of 4:1 —
which is this 4" to 1 foot? Currently Highway 16 is mostly flat which allows farm equipment to travel safely. This
was discussed on page 1.

Construction Impacts

On page 35 the proposal states construction will cause less than significant impacts to traffic. Farm Bureau
disagrees. Construction time is from spring through fall, the same time farmers are preparing, planting,
cultivating, and harvesting fields — requiring the movement of farm equipment. We strongly suggest using
electronic signs as people are used to them and are more likely to read them.

Rumble Strips
Farm Bureau supports installing rumble strips.
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CalTrans

ATTN: Chris Carroll

CalTrans District 3 Environmental Planning
Highway 16 Safety Project

March 9, 2015

Page 4

Profile of State Route 16 Change

On page 43, Section 3, the proposal states the profile of SRO16 will not be significantly altered, except at the
vertical curve at the South Fork Willow Creek at Bridge No. 22-0093. Where is this? If it is in Madison the profile
of 5R 16 would have to be altered because to expand the road the large drainage ditch will have to be moved
north, and then pipe installed. It would have to be constructed so the silt can be periodically remaoved after large
storms as the Madison is a low area where flood waters surround it and deposit silt in the ditches.

Proposal Mot Expected to Increase Traffic Volumes

On page 50 “the proposed project is not expected to increase the traffic volumes™ yet it discusses that the Tribe
has plans for a large expansion (currently on hold but likely to be reintroduced in the future). How can this
enlarged roadway not be part of a plan to accommodate the increased traffic?

On page 97 — 2™ paragraph...the purpose of the proposed project is to improve safety, and although
turn lanes would be added, the project would not increase overall roadway capacity and therefore, is not
expected... We disagree and believe that widening the roads will increase traffic, now and when future homes
and possible expansion of the casino in the future.

Dewatering of Irrigation Ditches
On page 53 there is a section about the dewatering of irrigation ditches. What is this? It sounds alarming.

Page 65 — Environmental Consequences
As a matter of information the croplands vary along the route CalTrans intends to take land. Croplands could be
canning tomatoes, sunflowers, wheat, comn, safflower, alfalfa to almonds, walnuts, etc.

Thank you for your attention to our continued concerns about this project. If you have questions we would be
happy to meet with you at a mutually convenient time. We hope to hear back from you soon.

Sincerely,

%f{gﬁ; { [ ——

Jeff Merwin
President

Encl

Cc: California Farm Bureau Federation
Capay Valley
Yolo County Board of Supervisors
Yolo County Planning, Public Works and Environmental Services
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March 9, 2015

Yolo County Farm Bureau

Photos of large farm equipment
moved on Yolo County Roads
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Cotton harvester - the module builder is 45’ long and 10" wide, the harvester with header is
15" wide. Cotton is not currently grown in Yolo County, but it was for a while.

tomato harvester wheels are set for 60” beds but with the conveyor and the sides =
54’ wide x 11’ long
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ot ot e 5% — - . = ~ ; - L ST b e S
Tractor with dual wheels is 15’ wide. These are an example of axles that could crack or
break if the road slope is too great.

Sled is 36” wide x 15 long, not including the tractor required to move it

155



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Carryall is 42" long by 9 ft wide

See next page - one of three pohotos of the same cultivator - different views
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three photos of the same cultivator.

The cultivator is 21" from flag to flag and does not fold up smaller
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Comment 18 — Yolo County

COUNTY OF YOLO _
Patrick 5. Blackleck

Office of the County Administrator County Adminiswator

625 Court Street, Foom 202 Woodland, CA 95695
(530) 666-8150 FAX (330) 668-4029
www. yolocounty.org

March 10, 2015

Chris Carroll

Environmental Coordinator

Califormia Department of Transportation, District 3
Environmental Planning

T03 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

EE: Comments on the State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Imitial Study amd
FProposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

Dear Mr. Camoll:

Yolo County appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Intial Study and Proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration (ISMIND) for the State Foute 16 Safety Improvement Project.
The County also appreciates the Califormia Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) efforts to
improve traffic safety along State Foute 16 (SR-16).

The mission of the elected officials and staff of Yelo County is to mamtain and protect the
quality of life for our residents. Our review of potential projects strives to ensure the safety of
Tolo County residents; maintain their quality of life by protecting owr infrastructure,
environment, agriculture, historical integrity, and open space areas; improve the business climate
within the County; and ensure the cost effective operation of County services. The County has
prepared comments on the ISMND with this mission in mind.

The comments below identify issues of concem to Yolo County that should be considered by
Caltrans in the preparation of a Final IS/MND for the proposed project.

Chapter 1 — Proposed Project

Page 9 — For Location 1, clanfication should be provided regarding how a design option will be
selected. The two options include shifting the alignment north to aveld impacts to a residence
and shifting the alignment south to aveid impacts te Taylor Creek. The discussion is unclear
regarding how the conflicting impacts associates with these two options will be resolved.

Page 10 — More detail should be provided in the project description regarding proposed drainage
improvements including specifically the culverts that are proposed to be replaced or extended.
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This part of the roadway is in the flood plain and the details of culvert modification should be
described so that potential impacts to the flooding can be assessed. Also, the Final IS/MND
should deseribe the decision making process and the commumity’s mvolvement in the decision to
provide additional aceess to the Madison Migrant Center.

Page 11 — Similarly for Location 3. clanfication should be provided regarding how a design
option will be selected. The three options for the SE-16/CR.-29 intersection include widening and
adding a traffic signal. addng a roundabout, and widening and maintaining the existing all-way
stop control. The County is supportive of the roadway improvements that best meet the SE-16
level of service and roadway safety requirements identified in the Intergovernmental Agreement
Between the Cownty of Yolo and the Bumsey Band of Wintun Indians (subsequently renamed
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation)} Conceming Mitigation for Off-Feservation Impacts Resulting from
the Tnbe's Casino Expansion and Hotel Project (2002), while at the same time best meeting the
community’s mterests. The County encourages Caltrans to consider the community’s perspective
and mput when deciding on the specific design option for Location 3.

Chapter 1 — Affected Environment

Throughout this section, the mitigation measures should be more clearly articulated in terms of
performance measures to ensure their effectiveness. The mitization measures nead to be clearly
defined so they can be effectively implemented As an example, the mitigation measures should
use the mmperative “shall” rather than the conditional “would.” Also, the document uses
terminology typically included in NEPA documents but 13 not identified as a NEPA document.
The ISMND should clanfy whether the document is intended to be used to support NEPA
compliance.

It would be helpful if the Fmal ISMND sequentially mumbered all of the mitigation measures
mcluded m the report for ease n tracking and inclusion i the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program required by CEQA Guidelines Sec. 13097, Also, the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program should be included in the Final ISMND to provide the public with an
opportunity to review the program prier to its adoption by Caltrans.

Page 19 — The text under the discussion of local plans does not accurately reflect the project’s
consistency with the Yelo County General Plan and Zomng Code. The project is expected to
convert approximately 30 acres of farmland and the General Plan and Zoning Code regquire
mifigation when a project converts farmland. The justification included n the ISMND that
“Since the project would not prevent the continued use of land adjacent to SB-16 night of way as
farmland, the project 13 comsistent with local zoning and the plans for this area™ does not
adequately address the project’s inconsistency with County policies regarding agrieultural land
conversion. The Fimal ISMND should mmclude specific nutization measures to address the
conversion of farmland consistent with County policy.

Page 20 — The loss of 30 acres of Pnme Farmland or Farmland of Local Importance, including
13 acres under Williamson Act confract, is a potentially significant impact under Section I of
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and should be identified as such and mitigated. The
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conclusion that “Within the context of the ample farmland supply in Yolo County, the proposed
project would not pose a serious threat to this resource” 15 not substantiated n the IS/MND.

The document states that some areas of the existing lighway outside of the new nght-of-way
may be retumed to adjacent property owners pending negotiations with Calirans right-of-way
staff. Yolo County strongly encourages the retum of these lands to the local property owners to
allow their conversion to productive agmculfure as a way to offset the project’s impacts on
agricultural lands.

Page 21 — The text describing Yole County Code Section 8-2.407 references the County’s
previous Zonmng Code that was superseded m July, 2014, The new updated Code can be
accessed at httpo/www yolocounty. org/community-services/planning-public-works/planning-
division/zoning-code-update-program.

Page 23 — Yolo County does not agree with the determination that “less than significant impacts
to farmlands, Williamson Act properties, and farmland equipment pursuant to CEQA are
anticipated” and that “No avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures are required for
Farmland.™

Page 24 — The discussion of relocations and real property acquisition includes an overview of
Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program and states that the proposed project would require the
partial acequisition of twenty six parcels, three of which contain residences. Howewver, the
discussion of environmental consequences does not specifically identify whether the residents
within these three parcels will be required to relocate. Due to the sigmificant disruption that
forced relocations can have on the quality of life for affected residents, more clanty should be
provided in the ISMND regarding anficipated relocations and avoidance options that may be
available.

Page 27 — The discussion of the project’s affected environment for traffic and transportation
includes traffic volumes and collision history but provides no discussion of existing or projected
levels of service for the project intersections or roadways. To provide context for the proposed
roadway improvements, the existing and projected levels of service should be identified. These
levels of service should be compared to Caltrans’ significance thresholds to deternune whether
the traffic volumes are exceeding the roadway’s current capacities. This is particularly important
in understanding which of the Location 3 improvement options would best accommodate the
roadway’s existing and fiture levels of service.

Page 39 — The discussion of visual‘aesthefic mitigation measures states that Calirans shall design
and prepare a revegetation plan that would serve to mimmize visual impacts. The mitigation
states that the plan shall include planting concepts, specifications, nparan restoration and
wetland planting plans, plant species, sizes and quantities. The County encourages the
development of such a plan; however, it 15 difficult to determine if the implementation of this
plan would actually reduce the project’s visual mmpacts to a less than significant level. In order to
support this conclusion, the Final ISMND should include either a draft of the revegetation plan
or a more detailed descnption of the revegetaton plam’s anticipated components. The
revegetation plan should descnbe how these components would mininuze the project’s visual
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mmpacts. Caltrans should, at a minimum, include conceptual landscape designs in the Final
ISMND to allow the public the opportumty to visualize the proposed landscaping prior to
project approval.

The Final I5MND should include an analysis of air quality impacts associated with construction
activities or should, at a minimum identify the standard mitigation measures required by the
Yelo Solano Air Cuality Management District for construction emissions in a non-attainment
area, particularly PM10 dust emissions.

Page 42 — For Location 3, the ISMND acknowledges that SE-16 15 cumrently below the 100-year
floodplain elevation between the town of Esparto and the Interstate 305 interchange and that the
water surface would rise above SE-16 during a 100-year storm event. SE-16 floeding in this
area occurs on a fairly regular basis and can cause significant delays for travelers. The flooding
can alse have senous consequences for residents in need of emergency services when it delays
emergency vehicle access. The project proposes to modify the floodplain by altering SE-146
between Esparto and Madison.

However, the analysis and discussion of the environmental impacts associated with these
medifications 1s very limited m the ISMND. A more detailed discussion of the environmental
mmpacts associated with the project’s floodplain modifications mmst be provided i the Final
IS'MND. Tlis discussion should specifically identify how property owners between Esparto and
Madison will be affected by these changes. In addition, Caltrans should explore options that
integrate flood solutions into the project design for this area in order to achieve multiple project
benefits.

Page 44 — More detailed analysis should be provided in the Final ISMMND to substantiate the
conclusion that “Less than significant impacts to hydrology and floodplains pursuant to CEQA
are anticipated.”™ The preparation and mmclusion of a hydranlic analysis in the Final ISAND
would be appropriate to determine the antieipated impacts upon existing base flood elevations in
the area.

Page 51 — The discussion of water quality avoidance and minimization includes a long list of
measures that would be implemented to reduce the discharge of pollutants during construction
activifies. However, little discussion 1s included regarding the implementation of long-term water
guality protection measures following construction. The ISMND should specify the long-term
operational best management practices that will be mmplemented by Caltrans to ensure local
water gquality 15 not degraded.

Page 38 — The mitigation for the loss of Valley cak npanan habitat states that mitigation will
occur onsite within Caltrans nght-of-way and that if planting cannot be accomplished on the site,
offsite mutigation options would be pursned. Without a more defimtive mitigation measure for
the loss of Valley cak npanan habitat, it 15 difficult to conclude that this impact would be
reduced to a less-than-sigmificant level. The Final ISMND should identify a viable watering
program for the trees as the habitat is being established and should more precisely define the
performance objectives that would be achieved including the expected long-term survival rates
for planted oak trees.
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Page 62 — The first sentence in the diseussion of the CEQA considerations for wetlands
concludes that less-than-significant impacts would cceur to wetlands and other waters with the
implementation of mitigation measures. The second sentence then contradicts this statement by
stating that because impacts to wetlands and other waters are less than significant, no mitigation
measures are required. This contradiction should be clanfied in the Final ISMND. It seems clear
from the subsequent text that wetland mitigation is required to offset the project’s wetland
impacts.

Page 63 — The mitigation identified for wetlind impacts includes a creation ratio of cne acre
created for every acre disturbed (1:1 ratio). This mitigation should also include a preservation
ratio that identifies the number of acres that would be preserved for every acre disturbed. as is
typical for development projects. Including both the creation of new wetlands and the
preservation of existing wetlands ensures that the project’s short-term and long-term impacts are
appropnately mitigated.

Page 71 — For threatened and endangered species, Caltrans should consult the preparers of the
Yolo County Habitat Conservation PlanNatural Commumty Conservation Plan to ensure
consistency with the plan’s mitigation requirements.

Page 74 — The statement that “Swainsen’s hawks have been observed foraging in fields adjacent
to Location 3 of the proposed project, and CNDDB records indicates the presence of Swainson’s
hawk nests within 1 mile of the proposed project™ establishes the fact that loss of foraging habitat
caused by the project is potentially significant unless mitigated.

Pages 77 — Clanfication should be provided m the Fipal ISMND regarding Caltrans’
commitment to providing appropriate mutigation for the less of Swammson’s hawk foraging
habitat. The statement that “Project construction would result in approximately 30.82 acres of
potential impacts to [Swainson’s hawk] foraging habitat, however, abundant foraging and
nesting habitat is directly adjacent to the project limits™ appears to dismiss the need for
mutigation. However, on page 80, the ISMND states that “Calirans would purchase credits if
necessary for the loss of Swamson’s hawk forazing habitat based on the ratios provided m the
Report Regarding Mitication for Impacts to Swainson’s Haowks in the Cenmral Vallsy of
California (CDFW 1994) "The County strongly believes that mitigation for Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat is required for this project.

Pages 77 thru 81 — Clanification should be provided i this section regarding the difference
between the terms “Avoidance and Mimmization Measures™ and “Mitigation Measures.™ The
County assumes that all aveidance and minimization measures will be freated simmilarly to
mitigation measures and will be included in the project’s required Mifigation Monitoring and
Feporting Program  The Final ISMND must clearly identify the biological mitigation measures
that are being adopted under CEQA and explain with sufficient detall m the Mitgation
Momtonng and Reporting Program how each measure will be implemented.
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Page 81 — The source for the Swainson’s hawk mifigation requirements (1.e., within five miles of
an active Swainson’s hawk [0.73:1] and within ten mules [0.5:1]) should be identified and
Justified.

Climate Change (pages 92 et seq.) — This section would typically include a quantification of the
project’s greenhouse gas emissions. The Final IS/MIND should either mclude this quantification
or provide justification for not presenting the greenhouse gas emission estimates.

We appreciate the close working relationship that the County has developed with Caltrans over
the years and anticipate that Caltrans will sincerely consider the issues raised by the County in
this letter. Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you have any
questions regarding the issues raised in this letter, please do mot hesitate to contact Alex
Tengolics at Alexander Tengolics@yolocounty.org or 530-666-8068, or Enc Parfrey at
enc parfreyiayolocounty org or 530-666-8043.

Respectfully,

-l:f:.' | -.uh.

Patnick 5. Blacklock
Tolo County Administrator

ce: Yolo County Board of Supervisors
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Comment 19 — Jim Rix

From: Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

To: Camoll, Chris SHDOT

Cez Hagen, Mike JEDOT; Henford, Steve PEDOT; Brake, Jim PEDOT; Parkinson, Michelle REDOT
Subject: FW: Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Praject

Data: Wednesday, Manch 11, 2015 11:18:50 AM

One more comment.

Regards,
Sutha

M. Sutha Suthahar, P.E.
Project Manager
Caltrans - District 3
(530) 741-5408

From: Jim Rix [mailtozjim.rix201 1@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 9:39 &AM
To: Suthahar, Sutha@DOT

Subject: Yolo 16 Safety Improvement Project

Sutha, I just found the Open House comment sheet at home. and am emailing my response so
it gets to you more quickly.

Name: Jim Rix
Organization: Resident who travels 16 from Capay Valley to Esparto or Madison every day.
Address: 20128 CR 79

Preferred alternative at CR 89: Roundabout, if you can do it without having to remove Guy's
Corner.

Comments: For all the projects planned on 16, do as little as possible to alter the road as it
currently flows. Frankly, its not bad as it 15, but I fear too much work will just cost more
taxpaver money and take more time, messing up traffic on 16 for an extended period of time.
For example, [ think the amount of space being taken on each side of the road is excessive.

As you schedule the projects, please get them done quickly, especially the one in front of
Road 79,

I missed the meeting...when are you planning to actually start the work, and how? Will you
do one project at a time. or all at once?

Thanks.
Jim
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Comment 20 — Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

N

ﬁ:{ Ezwune G. BRown JA.
52 ovcason

catiremmia [TIRTy ——

Water Boards O ===

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

2 March 2015

Susan Bauer CERTIFIED MAIL
California Department of Transportation 7014 2120 0001 3978 0407
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 85901

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, YOL-16 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, SCH# 2015022031,
YOLO COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 6 February 2015 request, the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the Request for Review
for the Mitigated Negalive Declaration for the YOL-16 Safety Improvement Project, located in
Yolo County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concemns surrounding those
issues.

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects disturb less than
one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more
acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General
Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing,
grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not
include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity
of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources

Control Board website at:
http:/iwww.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml.

KanL E. Lovawey 86D, P.E,, anar | Pamia C, Creeoon P.E., BCEE, txxoumve OFFICER

11020 Sun Certaw Drive A200, Auncho Gordova, OA 88670 | www. on.ge

€ mrcroute raren
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¥OL-18 Safety Improvement Project -2- 2 March 2015
Yolo County

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits’

The Phase | and Il MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows from
new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) 1o the
maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittess have their own development standards,
also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards that include a
hydromedification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design concepts for
LiD/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the entitiement and CEQA
process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
hitp:/fwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/.

For more information on the Phase Il MS4 permit and whao it applies to, visit the State Water
Reszources Control Board at
http-/fwww waterboards.ca.goviwater_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal shtml

Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the regulations

contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 97-03-DWQ.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Cantral Valley
Water Board website at;
http:/fwww.waterboards.ca.govicentralvalley/waler_issues/storm_water/industrial_general_perm
its/index.shiml,

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit
If the project will invoive the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or

wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Waler Act may be needed from the
United States Amy Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by the
USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure that
discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water drainage
realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game for
information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please contact
the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

' Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and large sized municipalities (serving over
230,000 people). The Phase || MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small
MS4s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.,
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YOL-16 Safety Improvement Project -3- 2 March 2015
Yolo County

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit —Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Parmit, Letter of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or any
other federal permit {e.g., Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and wetlands),
then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to
initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for 401 Water Quaiity Certifications.

Discharge Reqgui

If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal” waters
of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project will require a Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley Water Board. Under the
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State,
including all wetlands and other waters of the State including, but nat limited to, isolated
wetlands, are subject to State regulation,

For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
hitp://www.waterboards. ca.gov/centralvalleyhelp/business_help/permit2.shtmi.

Requlatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture

If the property will be used for commercial imigated agricultural, the discharger will be required
fo oblain regulatory coverage under the Irigated Lands Regulatory Program.

There are two options to comply:

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that
supports land owners with the implementation of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reporting to the
Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups charge an
annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition Group. To find the Coalition Group in
your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board's website at-
http://www. waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalleyfwater_jssues/irigated_lands/app_approval/
index.shtml; or contact water board staff at (918) 464-4611 or via email at
IrrLands@waterbeards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Individual
Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating in a third-party
group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the specific site conditions,
growers may be required to monitor runoff from their property, install monitoring wells,
and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and other action plans regarding their actions to
comply with their General Order. Yearly costs would include State administrative fees
(for example, annual fees for farm sizes from 10-100 acres are currently $1,084 +
$6.70/Acre). the cost to prepare annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring
costs. To enroll as an Individual Discharger under the Irigated Lands Regulatory
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Program, call the Central Valley Water Board phone line at (916) 464-4611 or e-mail
board staff at IrlLands@waterboards.ca gov.

Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and It Is necessary to discharge the
groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage under a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering discharges are
typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be covered under the
General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to Surface Waters (Low Threat
General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threat Discharges of Treated/Untreated
Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from Superchiorination Projects, and Other
Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete
application must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these
General NPDES permits.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process, visit
the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http:/iww. waterboards.ca.govicentralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ordersi5
-2013-0074.pdf

For more information regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application process,
visit the Cantral Valley Water Board website at:

hittp:/fwww.waterboards, ca.govicentralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ordersirs
-2013-0073.pdf

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4684 or

M\mboam .ca.gov.

Trevor Cleak
Ervironmental Scientist

cc.  State Clearinghouse unit, Governar's Offica of Planning and Research, Sacramento
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Comment 21 — State Clearinghouse CEQA Compliance Letter

f!%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA { ‘ﬁaﬁ;}

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT R
EEN ALEX
DIRECTOR
March 11, 2015
Susan D). Bauer
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Sweet

Marysville, CA 95901

Subject: YOL-16 Safety Improvement Project
SCHw: 20150224031

Dear Susan D. Baner:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Mitigated Negative Declaretion 1o selected state
agencies for review. On the enclosed Docament Details Repart please note that the Clearinghouse has
listed the state agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on March §, 2015, and the
comments from the responding zgency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order,
pleage notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may respond prompthy.

Please note that Section 21 104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall enly make substantive comments reparding those
activities involved in & project which are within an ares of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental docurnent. Should you need
mare information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the

commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowiedges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environrental documents, pursuant o the California Environmental Quality Act, Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
Process.

Sincerely,
—_—
=, 7
7
organ
Diirector, State Clearinghouse

Enclogures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.O. Box 3044  Sacramemto, California 95812-3044
(916)445-0613  FAX (916)323-3018 www.opr.cagov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2016022011
Project Tithe  YOL-16 Safety Improverment Project
Lead Agency  Callrans #3
Type MND Mitigaed Megative Declaration
Description  Caltrans proposes to improve the safety of ee separate locations adang YOL-16 (PM 20521 5. PM
23.2/23.5 and a1 PM 26.2/31.8) in Yolo County. Limils are approximate, The scope of work would
includes; Widening and paving shoulders 1o 8 feet, Providing & 20-4on] wide clear recovery zone,
installing rurnbie strips in tha shoulders, adding # laft tum pocket for CR-79, sirasghiening two
horizontal curves, replacing or extending culverts as needed. |n addition, al the interesclion of SR-18
and CR-88, the project would ether; wisen and add a traffic signal, or, add a roundaboul, or, widan
and malntain the exisling all-way stop
Lead Agency Contact
Name  Susen D. Bauer
Agency Califomia Depariment of Transporiation, District 3
Phome 530 741 7113 Fax
amail
Address 703 3 Stres!
City  Marysville State CA  Zip 945501
Project Location
County Yolo
City
Regian
Lat / Lomg
Cross Streets  Vanous locations alang SR 16
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Froximity to:
Highways  Hwy 16
Alrporis
Railways
Waterways Cache Croak
Schools  Espario HS
Land Use  Resmential, Agricuttural
Froject Issues  Aesthaticvisual, Agricullural Land; Sir Cuality; Archaiologic-Histonc: Biological Resources, Flood
Plain/Flooding; Fublic Services; ToxicHarardous, Traffic/Circutation; Vegetation: Waer Quality;
‘WietlandRiparian: Landuse; Cumulative Effecls
Reviewing Rescurces Agency; Department of Fish and Wikilife, Region 2, Departrent of Parks and Recreation;
Agencies  [Department of Water Resources; California Highway Fatrol, Air Resowrcas Board, Transportation
Projects; Regional Water Qualty Control Bd., Repion 5 {Sacramente); Departmenl of Taxic
Substances Control, Native American Heritage Commisgion
Date Received 02052015 Start of Review 0200872015 End of Review (30872015
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Water Boards

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

2 March 2015 HEC EII

WMAR 04 2015 .
Susan Bauer STATE CLEARING HOUSE CERTIFIED MAIL
California Departrment of Tranzp + 7014 2120 0001 3878 D407
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 85801

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, YOL-16 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, SCH# 2015022031,
YOLO COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Ciearinghouse’s & February 2015 request, the Central Yalley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the Regues! for Review
for the Mitigated Negative Declarafion for the YOL-16 Safety improvement Project, located in
Yolo County,

Our agency i delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
- groundwaters of the tate; therafore our comments will address concerns sumotinding those
issues. ' o

Construction Storm Water General Parmit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects disturt less than
one acre but are part of & larger common plan of development that in tota! disturbs one or more
acres, are required o obtain coverage undér the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Agsociated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permif), Construction General
Permit Order No. 2009-009-DW0Q. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing,
grading, grubbing, disturbances io the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not
inciude regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity
of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),

For more information an the Construction General Permil, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board websie at:
hitp:ifwww waterboards. ca. goviwater_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shimi.

Hara E. Lowousy SeD, PLE, mwr | Pawsis C, Cnerson 0.6, BOEE. nathwr orrscn

P1020 Sun Cander Dren 4500, Ransts Cortevs, G DSETD | wowsw wil s geds o gowcmmrai s by
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YOL-16 Safety improvement Project -2- 2 March 2015
Yolo County

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (M54) Permits'

The Phase | and || M54 permils require the Permitiees reduce poliutants and runoff flows fram
new oevelopment and redevelapment using Best Managemeani Practices (BMPs) to the
maximum extent practicable (MEF). MS4 Permittees have their own developmen! standards,
also known as Low Impact Development (LID)post-constriciion standards that include a
hydromodification component. The MS4 parmite also require specific design concepts for
LID¥post-construction BMPS in the sarly stages of a project dunng the entitlement and CEQA
procass and the deveiopment plan review process,

For more infermation on which Phase | M54 Permit this project applies 1o, visi the Central
WValkzy Water Board website at:
nttp:fwww, waternoards. ca goviceniralvaliey/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/

For more infermation on the Phase || M54 perenit and who it applies to, visit the State Water
Resources Control Board at;
hittp./fwww waterboards.ca. goviwater_issues/programs/stommwater/phase_il_municipal shtmi

Industrial Storm Water General Permit -
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the reguistions

cortained in the Industrial Storm Water General Parmit Order No. §7-03-DWV0L

Fer more information on the industrial Storm Water Genaral Permit, visil the Cantral Valley
‘Water Board website at

http. fwww waterboards. ca gov/centratvalley/water_iesuss/storm_waterindustrial ;genuai _perm
its/index. shitml. '

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill materiai in nawgahle wa’oers or
wetiands, & permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Aci may be needed from the
Linited States Army Corps of Enginears (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by the
USACOE, the Centra! Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ansure that
discharge wif not violate water guality standards. If the project requires surface water drainags
realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Degartment of Fish and Game for
infarmation on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any guestions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please contact
the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (816) 557-5250,

" Municipal Penmie = The Phase | Municipal Separate Starm Water Systern (M54] Permil covers medium sized
Municipaiities (garving tetween 100,000 and 250,000 people} and large sized municipafties (sERINg over
250,000 people).  The Phase || M54 provides coverage for small mumicipaliies, including non-traditional Small
MS4s, which include military bases, public carmgpuses, priscrs and hospitals,
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Clean Water Act ion 401 Permit — Water Qual ertificati

If an USACOE permit {e.g., Non-Reporting Natiorwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letier of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or any
other federal permit (e.g., Section 2 from the United States Coast Guard), is reguired for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such &s streams and wetlands),
then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central Valiey Water Board prior to
initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for 401 Water Cuality Certifications.

Waste Discharge Requirements

It USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., "non-federal” waters
of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project will require a Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley Water Board, Under the
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State,
including all wetlands and other waters of the State including, bui not limited to, isolated
wetiands, are subject to State regulation.

For mare information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, vigit the Central
Valley Water Board website at .
h'l'tp;ﬂ‘www.watarb-unrds.ca.gnﬂcemwaﬂwmalpmmimss_halpfpanniﬂ.ahtml_

R Compliance for Co reially brri ricultu TUITAN e Dnnemelan
If the property will be used for commercial imigated agriculiural, the discharger will be required

to obtain regulatory coverage under the Imigated Lands Regulatory Program, 4
There are two options to comply: :

- e

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Groupdhat . . .o o
supports land owners with the implementation of the Irmgated Lands Regulatery - - -
Frogram. The Codlition Group conducts water quality menitoring and reporting torthe- - ~~---
Gentral Valley Water Board on behalf of ite growers. The Caalition Groups charge an

“annual membership fek, which varies by Coalition Group. To find the Coalition Group in-
your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board's website att
htl:p;fhm.watarbnards.ca.gnw-:::antra|va.lIaymaler_isauasrrrigatad_landsfapp_appmmlr
index_shtml; or contact water board staff at (816) 4564-4611 or via email al
IrLands @waterboards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Individual
Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating in a third-party
group (Cealition) are regulated individually. Depending on the specific site conditions,
prowers may be raquired to moniter runaff from their property, install monitoring wells,
and submit a nofice of intent, farm plan, and other action plans regarding their actions to
comply with their General Order. Yearly costs would include State administrative fees
{for example, annual fees for farm sizes from 10100 acres are currently §$1,084 +
$6.70/Acre); the cost to prapare annual menitoring reports; and water quality maritaring
costs. To enroll as an Individual Discharger under the Imgated Lands Regulatory
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Program, cail the Central Valiey Water Board phone line at (216) 464-4811 or e-mail
board staff at IrLands@waterpoards, ca.gov

L imited Threat General NPDES Parm

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and # i1s necessary lo discharge the
groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage under a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systerm (NPDES) permit. Dewatering discharges are
typicaily considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be covered under the
General Order for Dewataring and Other Low Threat Discharges fo Surface Walers (Low Threat
General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threa! Discharges of Treated/Unireated
Groungwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from Superchianination Projects, and Other
Limited Threat Wastewaters fo Suface Waler (Limited Threat Gensral Order). A complate
application must be submitted to the Ceniral Valley Water Board 1o obtain coverage under these
General NPDEE pemits.

For mere information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process, visit
the Central Valiey Water Board website at:

hittp: fwww waterboards. ca govicentralvaliey/board_decisions/adopted_ordersigenaral_orders/rs
-2013-0074. pdf

For more information regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application prm
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

st e, waterboards.ca.govicentralvalley/board_decisions/adopled m'dars.fgem.r:al ur::lurs.rrs
-2013-0073. pdf

If you have queil;ﬁns fega‘ding these cmnmﬂfﬁs, p’lﬁau’ contact me at (916) 4644684 or -
tcleak@waterboards.ca gov
P Tprs (77
et | @-f}”

Trevor Cleak
Environmental Scientist

Ge.  State Cleannghouse unit, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento
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Response 1 — Capay Hills Orchards

The responses to these comments are included in the original e-mail.

Response 2 — Lisa Leonard

The responses to these comments are included in the original e-mail.

Response 3 — Richard Higson

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Response 4A —John Bissell

The responses to these comments are included in the original e-mail.

Response 4B — John Bissell

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project and
acknowledges receipt of the additional information concerning rumblestrips.

Response 5 = Lloyd Wendland

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Response 6 — Greg Kringen

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Response 7 — Michael McDonald

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Response 8 — Colleen Fescenmeyer

The project manager for the Caltrans traffic calming project (03-4F170) in Esparto is Doug
Lange. He can be reached at 530-741-4465. We note that the Esparto traffic calming project
is separate from the safety project that is the subject of this IS/MND.

Response 9 — Colleen Fescenmeyer

This location referenced at Interstate 505 is outside of the project limits. The comment was
referred to Caltrans traffic safety for review.
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Response 10 — Duane Chamberlain

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Response 11 — Janine Gilham

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.
Both the traffic signal and roundabout design options referenced in your comments are
being considered and their respective pros and cons are being weighed.

Response 12 — John Whitehead

We appreciate your concerns regarding bicycle safety. In response to your comment letter
Caltrans has revised the document to include additional information concerning bicycle
safety and rumble strips on page 38 of this final environmental document.

Response 13 — Triple Creek Farm

Question 1 Response

The location you have noted, Location 2 (west of Co Rd 82B), has a higher concentration of
accidents than the adjoining SR-16 segments and indeed has the highest along this
corridor. There were 13 reported accidents between 2006 and 2011. This corresponds to a
Safety Index of greater than 200 (which translates to a benefit/cost ratio of greater than 2:1).
Caltrans proposes a design to meet the following Caltrans Highway Design Manual
minimum design criteria for this type of facility:

e Vertical Profile curve length: If incoming grade minus outgoing grade is 2% or
greater, minimum curve length is 10V (V=design speed). In this case the curve
length will be 600 feet.

e Shoulder width: The paved shoulders will be 8 feet wide.

e Side slope: The slopes will be 4:1 or flatter.

e Clear Recovery Zone: This facility will have a 20-foot minimum clear recovery zone
as measured from the fog line.

Question 2 Response

An acquisition of 2.51 acres is required from your parcel.

Question 3 Response

Consistent with the law and Caltrans’ standard practices, a Caltrans appraiser will be
contacting Mrs. Dahlin (Triple Creek Farm) in the near future to arrange an appointment to
view the property and conduct an appraisal. This appraisal will need to be completed in
order for Caltrans to determine compensation for the property. Please refer to Appendix C
for information concerning Caltrans’ relocation policies and procedures.
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Response 14 — Paul Muller

Paragraph 1 Response

The posted speed limit is 35 mph and Caltrans proposes to install curb and gutter, so no
clear recovery zone is required at this location; however, Caltrans will still need to construct
a ditch to convey roadway drainage. The ditch, even with the steepest foreslope and
backslope, along with the proposed 8-foot shoulder and 3-foot choker, pushes the catch
point past the existing trees. Caltrans has spoken with the property owner, Mr. Kuhn, and
he agrees with removing the trees.

Paragraph 2 Response

While Caltrans understands your concerns about the unigue value of the Osage Orange
trees, the studies conducted for this document do not identify the Osage Orange trees as a
historic resource. Most of these trees do appear to be at or beyond our CRZ. However, we
still need to construct a roadside ditch to convey roadway drainage. Efforts will be made to
preserve the Osage trees during the project’s final design phase.

Paragraph 3 Response

A bypass around the town of Esparto is not within the scope of this project and is not
discussed in this document.

Paragraph 4 Response

Raising the profile of SR-16 in this location to address potential flooding issues is outside
the scope of this safety improvement project and is not discussed in this document.

Paragraph 5 Response

The roundabout option at County Road 89 is designed not only to eliminate the need to
stop, but also to reduce traffic speeds in that location. The ideal speed to navigate the
roundabout is in the mid to high 20-mph range. In addition, the 8-foot shoulder will allow the
CHP to better patrol the corridor and enforce the posted speed limit.

Response 15 — Capay Valley Coalition

Comment 1 Response

Caltrans proposes to replant Valley oak trees within the SR-16 view shed.

Comment 2 Response

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.
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Comment 3 Response

The posted speed limit is 35 mph and we are proposing to install curb and gutter, so no
clear recovery zone is required at that location; however, we still need to construct a ditch to
convery roadway drainage. The ditch, even with the steepest foreslope and backslope,
along with the proposed 8-foot shoulder and 3-foot choker, pushes the catch point past the
existing trees. Caltrans has spoken with the property owner, Mr. Kuhn, and he agrees with
removing the trees.

Comment 4 Response

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Comment 5 Response

County Road 81 is not within the project limits. The comment was referred to Caltrans Traffic
Safety for review.

Response 16 — Randy Byrne

Paragraph 1 Response

The staged construction will be designed such that no traffic detours will be required for the
construction at the County Road 89 intersection for either the roundabout, traffic signal or
all-way stop (whichever is selected). Caltrans Traffic Operations identified that traffic
currently uses County Road 21A/85B to and from the casino, and that will likely continue
during and after construction.

An all-way stop-controlled intersection can meter the traffic and create a steady flow of
downstream traffic when it is over capacity. That is the situation now at both the State Route
16/County Road 89 and Road 21A/Yolo Street intersections at peak times, which makes it
difficult to find a gap downstream of these intersections. A majority of the westbound traffic
will arrive at the proposed County Road 89 roundabout in platoons created from the signal
at the 1-505 ramp intersection. Since the traffic normally will not have to stop, it will go
through the roundabout as a platoon, making it easier to find a gap downstream. The
proposed signal at the Road 21A intersection will create gaps in the eastbound traffic that
will also facilitate turning movements onto the highway.

Paragraph 2 Response

The staged construction will be designed such that no traffic detours should be required for
the construction.

Paragraph 3 Response

The intersection of County Road 85B and County Road 21A is not within the State highway
system.
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Response 17 — Yolo County Farm Bureau

Paragraph 3 Response

The roadway side slope beyond the edge of pavement will have a 4:1 slope. The traveled
way will have a cross slope of 2%, and the shoulders will have a cross slope of 5%. At
present, there are no shoulder and side slopes steeper than 2:1 that lead to ditches directly
adjacent to the roadway. An example of the proposed roadway cross section can be seen
on State Route 113 north of Robbins. In all cases, the roadbed and side slopes will be wider
than currently exists. After the project is completed, it will be easier to drive farm equipment
on the road.

Additional information can be found at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/Projects/0C470/prjindex.htm

Below is a cross section diagram of the proposed shoulder.
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Paragraph 4 Response

Due to a concentration of public connections to the roadway, two-way left turn lanes were
determined to be necessary from 200 feet west of Tutt Street to County Road 90 and also
approximately 500 feet on either side of County Road 86A.

Paragraph 5, Response (SR-16 & CR-89)

Caltrans acknowledges the Farm Bureau’s listed concerns regarding the possible
installation of a roundabout. By design, roundabouts increase safety and reduce the
likelihood of serious/fatal injuries (head-ons and broadsides). The roundabout will also
improve traffic flow relative to the existing four-way stop, reducing traffic congestion.

An all-way stop-controlled intersection can meter the traffic and create a steady flow of
downstream traffic when it is over capacity. That is the situation now at both the State Route
16/County Road 89 and Road 21A/Yolo Street intersections at peak times, which makes it
difficult to find a gap downstream of these intersections. A majority of the westbound traffic
will arrive at the proposed County Road 89 roundabout in platoons created from the signal
at the 1-505 ramp intersection. Since the traffic normally will not have to stop, it will go
through the roundabout as a platoon, making it easier to find a gap downstream. The
proposed signal at the Road 21A intersection will create gaps in the eastbound traffic that
will also facilitate turning movements onto the highway.

Paragraph 6 Slow Moving Farm Equipment Response

Caltrans could find no record in our traffic collision history of any collisions involving farm
vehicles on SR-16 or in the project vicinity. Per Section 2C.49(03-04) of the California
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, such signs should be considered where sight
distance is restricted or the activity unexpected, neither of which is the case here.

Paragraph 7 Metering Lights Response

The need for metered lights will be investigated during the final design phase.

Paragraph 8 Report on Growth Response

This is not a capacity-enhancing project. The clear recovery zone consists of 8 feet of paved
shoulder and 12 feet of unpaved surface. Beyond the shoulder, the clear recovery zone is
not intended to be a traveled way.

Paragraph 9 Turn lane at SR-16 and CR-86A Response

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.
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Paragraph 10 Short 4 Lanes Response

The widening is to conform to the existing County Road 21A width.

Paragraph 11 Farmland Equipment Response

Upon completion the road will be wider than currently exists which will allow more room for
farm equipment. There are no pullouts proposed for this project.

The 4:1 slope is off the paved surface and we do not expect farm equipment to be traveling
along it. There are currently drainage ditches along the sides of the road, which prevents
farm equipment from traveling off the roadway. The slope ratio is a unitless ratio comparing
the horizontal distance to the vertical distance of a slope. For example, a 4:1 slope has 4
horizontal feet for every 1 foot rise, or 4 horizontal inches for every 1 inch rise, etc.

Paragraph 12 Construction Impacts Response

Caltrans will consider the use of portable changeable message signs during construction to
inform the public of roadway conditions.

Paragraph 13 Rumble Strips Response

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.

Paragraph 14 Profile of State Route 16 Change Response

The bridge (BR22-093, South Fork Willow Creek) is located just west of Oakdale Ranch
Lane.

Caltrans will replace the drainage structure in Madison north of State Route 16 on County

Road 89 with a structure that is large enough to be cleaned out and maintained by Caltrans
crews.

Paragraph 15 Proposal Not Expected to Increase Traffic Volumes Response

In order to increase capacity of the road, Caltrans would have to add additional travel lanes.
No additional travel lanes are proposed as part of this safety project. This project, which
proposes to add left-turn pockets and 8 foot shoulders, will not increase the roadway
capacity. Also see the Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities section
for additional discussion.

Paragraph 16 Dewatering of Irrigation Ditches Response

Dewatering is a temporary diversion that maintains the water flow downstream but creates a
dry work area during construction.
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Paragraph 17 Page 65 of DED Environmental Consequences Response

The final environmental document has been updated to reflect variation of crops grown
along SR-16.

Response 18 — Yolo County

Response to Comment concerning Page 9: The criteria used to select a design option for
Location 1 is taken from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) and does include the
following:

Environmental Impacts
R/W Impacts

Cost

Community Feedback

In the development of transportation projects, social, economic, and environmental effects
must be considered fully along with technical issues so that final decisions are made in the
best overall public interest. Proper consideration of these items requires that a facility be
viewed from the perspectives of the user, the nearby community, and larger statewide
interests. For the user, efficient travel, mode selection, and safety are paramount concerns.
At the same time, the community often is more concerned about the aesthetic, social and
economic impacts. The general population, however, tends to be interested in how
successfully a project functions as a part of the overall transportation system and how large
a share of available capital resources it consumes. Yolo County Public Works was part of
the decision making team.

Design Option A would result in more environmental impacts as it requires a portion of
Taylor Creek to be relocated and removal of oak trees. The estimated cost is approximately
$1 million more than Design Option B due to the creek relocation, which would include extra
earthwork, rock slope protection and erosion control, as well as a new drainage system
under County Road 79. Design Option B, however, would have fewer right-of-way impacts
because several properties that would be needed to build this option have already been
acquired.

Response to Comment concerning Page 10

Preliminary inspection of the existing roadway cross-culverts and driveway culverts indicates
that most of the culverts would likely need to be replaced and/or extended. A culvert will be
replaced if the existing culvert is in poor condition. A culvert will be extended if the existing
culvert is in good shape. At a minimum all culverts will need to be cleaned and possibly
video inspected prior to establishing the final scope of work. All ditches will also need to be
cleaned. The proposed project will only be extending or replacing the existing culverts, not
increasing capacity.

On September 19, 2014, an outreach meeting between Caltrans, the operators and
residents of the Madison Migrant Center, and officials from Yolo County was held at the
Madison Migrant Center. The primary goal of the outreach meeting was to inform the
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residents and operators of the migrant center about the project. The State Route 16 FHWA
Road Safety Assessment Report prepared for Caltrans recommended relocating the migrant
center access to County Road 89. The proposed Two Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL) should
improve the safety of the existing access. In addition, making the existing access right
in/right out only should further improve safety.

Response to Comment concerning Page 11

The selection of a design option for the SR 16/Co Rd 89 Intersection Control (Location 3)
will follow the methodology specified in Section 2, Chapter 12 of the Caltrans Project
Development Procedure Manual. The Project Development Team (PDT) responsible for the
selection of a design option included a representative from the Yolo County Public Works
Division. The PDT carefully considered all the public comments received during the
circulation of the Draft Environmental Document before making an informed decision. In this
specific case, the PDT had multiple meetings with Yolo County Farm Bureau and Yolo
County Public Works to share the safety benefits of selecting one option over the other. The
PDT also organized a field testing of farm equipment and other large vehicles on a
temporary roundabout setup in a field to demonstrate that the roundabout could be utilized
by all types of vehicles including farm equipment without any difficulty. Yolo County Public
Works was part of the decision making process.

Response to Comments concerning Chapter 2

Consideration will be given to changing the mitigation measures language from “would” to
“shall”.

Caltrans does its best to separate out the NEPA language; however, due to permits and
federal laws, we typically leave in some regulatory language that refers to NEPA.

All of the minimization and mitigation measures are in Appendix D under the appropriate
environmental issue. It is not until the final design phase when the planners will have
enough detailed information to develop an appropriate MMRP for the project. The
environmental commitment record, in Appendix D outlines the mitigation measures Caltrans
is planning to implement.

Response to Comments concerning Pages 19,20, and 23:

The need for safety improvements within the proposed project area means that some of this
land must be acquired for the purpose of bringing the roadway up to current highway
standards. The use of slivers of parcels of farmland in order to create a safer highway would
not likely have a substantial impact to farming in this area. The project has been designed to
avoid impacts as much as possible while meeting current highway standards. Within the
context of the ample farmland supply in Yolo County, the proposed project would not pose a
serious threat to this resource. The project proposes take of approximately 30 acres, which
would result in a less than significant impact.

The County’s Zoning Code requires private interests to offset the conversion of agricultural

land by providing for conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. Caltrans is bound by state and
federal environmental laws to ensure to the greatest extent possible that its activities do not
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result in substantial impacts to the environment. The predominant zoning in the project area
is for agricultural uses. The project would not prevent the continued use of land adjacent to
SR- 16 as farmland. This project would not have a substantial effect on farmland and
therefore no mitigation is proposed.

In addition, Caltrans received notification from the California Department of Conservation,
Division of Land Resource Protection, that the proposed project is in compliance with the
public acquisition procedures set forth in Government Code Sections 51290-51295.

A copy of the correspondence with the Department of Conservation can be found in
Appendices F & G.

Response to Comment concerning Page 21:

References to the updated version of the County’s Zoning Code has been added to this final
environmental document.

Response to Comment concerning Page 24:

The residents living on the three identified parcels will be required to relocate. Following
project approval, a Caltrans Relocation Agent will contact the displaced residents and
ensure that eligible displacees receive their full relocation benefits, including advisory
assistance, and that all activities will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.
Relocation resources shall be available to all displacees free of discrimination. At the time of
the first written offer, owner occupants are given a detailed explanation of Caltrans’
Relocation Program and Services.

Response to Comment concerning Page 27:

The LOS table is provided below and it has been added to the Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle facilities section of the document.

Peak Hour Level Of Service (LOS) Summary — County Road 89

SR 16/County Road 89 2014 2018 2023 2038
LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay [ LOS | Delay
No Improvements E 38 sec F 55 sec F 56 sec F 57 sec
Signalize Intersection B 11 sec A 9 sec B 14 sec
Install Roundabout B 11 sec B 15 sec E 48 sec
(2034)
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Response to Comment concerning Page 39:

A draft Revegetation Plan (RP) will be prepared following final project engineering design.
The RP will be used following construction to reestablish vegetation in disturbed
construction areas. The RP serves to mitigate for both visual and biological impacts and will
be jointly prepared by a landscape architect and biologist. The RP would include measures
to replace any existing native trees that are removed or indirectly affected by construction of
the proposed project. The RP would include planting and irrigation plans and specifications,
riparian restoration plans,wetland planting plans, plant species, sizes, and quantities,
planted screening for any residences to reduce light and glare, grading monitoring, success
criteria and remedial actions.

Also in response to comments concerning Page 39:

Caltrans Standard Specifications require contractors to use Best Management Practices
(BMP’s) to effectively reduce and control emission impacts on air quality during construction.
The provisions of Section 14-9 of the Caltrans Standard Specifications, Air Pollution Control,
require the Contractor to comply with all pertinent rules, regulations, ordinances, and
statutes of the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. These statutes can be found
at: http://www.ysagmd.org/documents/CEQAHandbook2007.pdf

Response to Comments concerning Pages 42 and 44:

Flood control measures are outside the scope of this limited safety improvement project,
and therefore not being considered.

Response to Comments concerning page 51:

As discussed in Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff section beginning on page 45, the
project will comply with the requirements of the appropriate permits and the Caltrans SWMP
and SWDP and will incorporate treatment BMPs in the project design.

Response to Comment concerning Page 58:

Caltrans will work with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) on a
Revegation Plan with the goal of no net loss to riparian oak habitat. There is currently no
policy on “no net loss” for riparian oak habitat. However, Caltrans will make every effort to
achieve this goal in coordination with the CDFW.

Response to Comment concerning Page 62:

Impacts to wetlands within project limits will be less than significant with the incorporation of
mitigation measures. There will be no net loss of wetlands for the project. The referenced
paragraph has been corrected.

Response to Comment concerning Page 63:

Regarding potential impacts to wetlands and other waters, Caltrans follows the guidance of
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board
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(RWQCB).Caltrans will work in coordination with the USACE and perform mitigation per the
USACE 404 permit requirements. There would be no temporal loss. The goal is no net
loss. Temporary impacts will be minimized through restoration. Permanent impacts will be
mitigated by purchasing credits or via the in-lieu fee program at a ratio to be determined
during the 404 permitting process.

Response to Comment concerning Page 71:

Pursuant to the CESA and Section 7 of the FESA, Caltrans will consult with the CDFW and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for
any threatened and endangered species affected by the project. Caltrans is not a signatory
on the Yolo County HCP and is not a party to that agreement.

Response to Comment concerning Page 74:

Through the NES and BA that Caltrans prepared, the potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk
habitat due to the project are less than approximately 1% of available habitat within the
entire project area. Swainson’s hawk nest locations are concentrated in the Madison area
of the project, and approximately 2% of potential foraging area in a 1-mile radius around the
Madison area would be disturbed by the project. There is no indication that the project will
cause a potentially significant loss of foraging habitat.

Response to Comment concerning Page 77:

Caltrans has determined that the project’s impacts on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat will
be less than significant.

Response to Comments concerning Pages 77-81:

The biological and other mitigation measures are clearly identified as mitigation throughout
the document as are the avoidance and minimization measures. In addition, implementation
of the mitigation measures is explained in sufficient detail.

Response to Comment concerning Page 81:

Caltrans is not proposing mitigation for the less than significant impacts to Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat. The project includes no proposed activities that will create significant loss
of Swainson’s hawk habitat.

Response to Comment concerning Page 92:

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 indicates that a lead agency must make a good-faith
effort to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a
project. Per the CEQA guidelines, a lead agency has the discretion to determine how best to
do this by either quantifying GHG emissions using a model, using a performance based
standard, or relying on a qualitative analysis. The lead agency has the discretion to choose
the most appropriate method to analyze impacts on GHG emissions.
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Per Caltrans guidance (Standard Environmental Reference), if the proposed project is a
congestion relief project or will add capacity, a quantitative analysis using the EMFAC model
should be completed. For other/non capacity increasing projects, a qualitative analysis is
warranted.

As stated in the traffic chapter of the IS/EA, the proposed project does not add additional
vehicular capacity and is not expected to appreciably affect traffic volumes. The project does
not contain design elements, such as additional travel lanes, which would provide additional
highway capacity. The climate change section discloses that construction emissions would
be unavoidable, but that there is not anticipated to be an increase in operational GHG
emissions.

Response 19 = Jim Rix

Caltrans appreciates the public’s input, interest, and the comments made on the project.
Caltrans estimates that it will take approximately 26 months to complete construction on
Locations 1 and 3. Location 2 is estimated to take approximately 12 months to complete
construction. Location 3 is the long segment from Esparto to 1-505.

Response 20 — Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control District

Construction Storm Water General Permit — Caltrans will comply with Construction General
Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will
be prepared and implemented.

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Water Sewer System (MS4) Permits — Best
Management Practices (BMP’s) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) will be
implemented.

Industrial Storm Water General Permit — If this permit is required it will be obtained and
followed.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit — If a Section 404 Permit issued by the USACOE is
required for this project, the CVRWQCB will have the opportunity to review the permit prior
to the initiation of construction activities.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification — If a Water Quality
Certification is required, it will be obtained from the CVRWQCB prior to the initiation of
construction activities.

Waste Discharge Requirements — If the USACE determines that only-non-jurisdictional
waters of the State are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project will obtain
a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit issued by the CVRWQCB.

Regulatory Compliance For Commercially Irrigated Agriculture — The property obtained by
Caltrans for the proposed project will not be used for commercial irrigated agriculture.
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Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit — If the proposed project includes
construction dewatering and it is necessary to discharge the groundwater to waters of the
U.S, the proposed project will obtain coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

Response 21 — State Clearinghouse CEQA Compliance Letter

This is a letter acknowledging Caltrans has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents. No response required.
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CHAPTER 4 List of Preparers
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Document Reviewer

Erin Dwyer, Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology). Contribution: Historic Property
Survey Report (HPSR)

Kelley Nelson, Associate Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences). Contribution: Project
Biologist, Natural Environmental Study (NES)

Chris Kuzak, Associate Environmental Planner (Architectural Historian). Contribution:
Historic Resources Evaluation Report

Kathleen Grady, Landscape Architect. Contribution: Visual Impact Assessment (VIA)

Mark Melani, Associate Environmental Planner (Hazardous Waste). Contribution:
Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment (ISA)

Saeid Zandian, Transportation Engineer (Air/Noise Specialist), Contribution: Air Quality and
Noise Studies

Sean Cross, Transportation Engineer. Contribution: Water Quality Study

Steve Heryford, Transportation Engineer. Contribution: Project Design

Michelle Parkinson, Transportation Operations. Contribution: Traffic Analysis Report
Mike Hagen, Traffic Safety. Contribution: Traffic Safety Information

Lee Martin, R/W Agent. Contribution: R/W Acquisition

Sutha Suthahar, Project Manager. Contribution: Project Manager

Clark Townsend, Hydraulics. Contribution: Drainage Recommendations
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Appendix A. CEQA Checklist

CEQA Environmental Checklist

03-YOL-16 20.5/31.6 03-0C470
03-0000-0015
Dist.-Co.-Rte. P.M/P.M. E.A.

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by the proposed project.
In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects indicate no impacts. A NO IMPACT answer
in the last column reflects this determination. Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is included
either following the applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the environmental document itself. The
words "significant” and "significance" used throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts.
The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent

thresholds of significance.

|. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

“No Impact”, “Less Than Significant Impact” and “Less
Than Significant with Mitigation” determinations is based
on the project scope, field reviews, and the Visual Impact
Assessment (VIA)

1. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
Project; and the forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope and field
reviews.

IIl. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope, field
reviews, and the Air Quality Report.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact” and “Less
Than Significant With Mitigation” determinations are based
on the project scope, field reviews, and the biological
reports.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope, field
reviews, and the Cultural Resources Report.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 427

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

v) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially

result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant” determinations

are based on the project scope and field reviews.

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted

for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

197

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant  Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

[ [ [ =

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change is included in the body of
environmental document. While Caltrans has included
this good faith effort in order to provide the public and
decision-makers as much information as possible
about the project, it is Caltrans determination that in
the absence of further regulatory or scientific
information related to GHG emissions and CEQA
significance, it is too speculative to make a
significance determination regarding the project’s
direct and indirect impact with respect to climate
change. Caltrans does remain firmly committed to
implementing measures to help reduce the potential
effects of the project. These measures are outlined in
the body of the environmental document.
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope, field
reviews and the Initial Site Assessment (ISA).

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
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e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope, field
reviews and the water quality report.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope and field
reviews.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

“No Impact” determinations are based on the project scope
and field reviews.

XIl. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope and field
reviews.

XIIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
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“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope and field
reviews.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

N 0 O I B O
N 0 O I B O
O 0O 0K KX
X X X O O

Other public facilities?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope
and field reviews.

XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood |:| |:| |:| |Z|
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be

accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the |:| |:| |:| |Z|
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

“No Impact” determination is based on the project scope
and field reviews.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of D D IZ' D
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, |:| |:| |:| |Z|
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?
¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an |:| |:| |:| |Z|
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., |:| |:| |:| |Z|

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

L]
L]
L]
X

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding |:|
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

L]
X
L]

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations is based on the project scope and field
reviews.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board? D D D IZ'

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or |:| |:| |:| |Z|
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,

the construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water |:| |:| |X| |:|
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

“No Impact” and “Less Than Significant Impact”
determinations are based on the project scope
and field reviews.

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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Appendix B. Title VI Policy Statement

SIATE OF CALIFORNIA—HUSINES! NSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G_BROWN Jr, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

P.O. BOX 942873, MS-49

SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001

PHONE (916) 654-5266 Flex your power!
FAX (916) 654-6608 He emergy efficient!
TTY 711

www.dot.cagoy

March 2013

NON-DISCRIMINATION
POLICY STATEMENT

The California Department of Transportation, under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and related statutes, ensures that no person in the State of California shall. on
the grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, sexual orientation,
or age, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity it administers.

For information or guidance on how to file a complaint based on the grounds of race,
color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, sexual orientation, or age, please visit
the following web page: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/bep/title_vi/t6_violated.htm.

Additionally, if you need this information in an alternate format, such as in Braille or
in a language other than English, please contact the California Department of
Transportation, Office of Business and Economic Opportunity, 1823 14" Street,
MS-79, Sacramento, CA 95811. Telephone: (916) 324-0449, TTY: 711, or via
Fax: (916) 324-1949,

S

MALCOLM DOUGHERTY
Director

“Caltrans ingroves mability acress Caltfornia”
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Appendix C. Summary of Relocation Benefits
California Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program

DECLARATION OF POLICY

“The purpose of this title is to establish a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment
of persons displaced as a result of federal and federally assisted programs in order that
such persons shall not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of programs designed
for the benefit of the public as a whole.”

The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states, “No Person shall...be deprived of life,
liberty, or property, without due process of law, nor shall private property be taken for public
use without just compensation.” The Uniform Act sets forth in statute the due process that
must be followed in Real Property acquisitions involving federal funds. Supplementing the
Uniform Act is the government-wide single rule for all agencies to follow, set forth in 49 CFR
Part 24. Displaced individuals, families, businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations may
be eligible for relocation advisory services and payments, as discussed below.

FAIR HOUSING

The Fair Housing Law (Title VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) sets forth the policy of the
United States to provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing. This act, and as
amended, makes discriminatory practices in the purchase and rental of most residential
units illegal. Whenever possible, minority persons shall be given reasonable opportunities
to relocate to any available housing regardless of neighborhood, as long as the replacement
dwellings are decent, safe, and sanitary and are within their financial means. This policy,
however, does not require Caltrans to provide a person a larger payment than is necessary
to enable a person to relocate to a comparable replacement dwelling.

Any persons to be displaced will be assigned to a relocation advisor, who will work closely
with each displacee in order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized and that
all regulations are observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or
forfeiting any of their benefits or payments. At the time of the initiation of negotiations
(usually the first written offer to purchase), owner-occupants are given a detailed
explanation of the state’s relocation services. Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired
are contacted soon after the initiation of negotiations and also are given a detailed
explanation of the Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program. To avoid loss of possible
benefits, no individual, family, business, farm, or nonprofit organization should commit to
purchase or rent a replacement property without first contacting a Caltrans relocation
advisor.

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, Caltrans will provide relocation advisory assistance to
any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization displaced as a result of the acquisition
of real property for public use, so long as they are legally present in the United States.
Caltrans will assist eligible displacees in obtaining comparable replacement housing by
providing current and continuing information on the availability and prices of both houses for
sale and rental units that are “decent, safe and sanitary.” Nonresidential displacees will
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receive information on comparable properties for lease or purchase (for business, farm and
nonprofit organization relocation services, see below).

Residential replacement dwellings will be in a location generally not less desirable than the
displacement neighborhood at prices or rents within the financial ability of the individuals
and families displaced, and reasonably accessible to their places of employment. Before
any displacement occurs, comparable replacement dwellings will be offered to displacees
that are open to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, and
consistent with the requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. This assistance
will also include the supplying of information concerning federal and state assisted housing
programs and any other known services being offered by public and private agencies in the
area.

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property
required for the project will not be asked to move without first being given at least 90 days
written notice. Residential occupants eligible for relocation payment(s) will not be required
to move unless at least one comparable “decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling,
available on the market, is offered to them by Caltrans.

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION PAYMENTS

The Relocation Assistance Program will help eligible residential occupants by paying certain
costs and expenses. These costs are limited to those necessary for or incidental to the
purchase or rental of a replacement dwelling and actual reasonable moving expenses to a
new location within 50 miles of the displacement property. Any actual moving costs in
excess of the 50 miles are the responsibility of the displacee. The Residential Relocation
Assistance Program can be summarized as follows:

Moving Costs

Any displaced person, who lawfully occupied the acquired property, regardless of the length
of occupancy in the property acquired, will be eligible for reimbursement of moving costs.
Displacees will receive either the actual reasonable costs involved in moving themselves
and personal property up to a maximum of 50 miles, or a fixed payment based on a fixed
moving cost schedule. Lawful occupants who move into the displacement property after the
initiation of negotiations must wait until the Department obtains control of the property in
order to be eligible for relocation payments.

Purchase Differential
In addition to moving and related expense payments, fully eligible homeowners may be
entitled to payments for increased costs of replacement housing.

Homeowners who have owned and occupied their property for 180 days or more prior to the
date of the initiation of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase the property),
may qualify to receive a price differential payment and may qualify to receive reimbursement
for certain nonrecurring costs incidental to the purchase of the replacement property. An
interest differential payment is also available if the interest rate for the loan on the
replacement dwelling is higher than the loan rate on the displacement dwelling, subject to
certain limitations on reimbursement based upon the replacement property interest rate.

The maximum combination of these three supplemental payments that the owner-occupant
can receive is $22,500. If the total entitlement (without the moving payments) is in excess of
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$22,500, the Last Resort Housing Program will be used (see the explanation of the Last
Resort Housing Program below).

Rent Differential

Tenants and certain owner-occupants (based on length of ownership) who have occupied
the property to be acquired by Caltrans prior to the date of the initiation of negotiations may
gualify to receive a rent differential payment. This payment is made when Caltrans
determines that the cost to rent a comparable “decent, safe and sanitary” replacement
dwelling will be more than the present rent of the displacement dwelling. As an alternative,
the tenant may qualify for a down payment benefit designed to assist in the purchase of a
replacement property and the payment of certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to
certain limitations noted under the Down Payment section below. The maximum amount
payable to any eligible tenant and any owner-occupant of less than 180 days, in addition to
moving expenses, is $5,250. If the total entitlement for rent supplement exceeds $5,250,
the Last Resort Housing Program will be used.

To receive any relocation benefits, the displaced person must buy or rent and occupy a
“decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling within one year from the date the
Department takes legal possession of the property, or from the date the displacee vacates
the displacement property, whichever is later.

Down Payment

The down payment option has been designed to aid owner-occupants of less than 180 days
and tenants in legal occupancy prior to Caltrans’ initiation of negotiations. The down
payment and incidental expenses cannot exceed the maximum payment of $5,250. The
one-year eligibility period in which to purchase and occupy a “decent, safe and sanitary”
replacement dwelling will apply.

Last Resort Housing

Federal regulations (49 CFR 24) contain the policy and procedure for implementing the Last
Resort Housing Program on federal-aid projects. Last Resort Housing benefits are, except
for the amounts of payments and the methods in making them, the same as those benefits
for standard residential relocation as explained above. Last Resort Housing has been
designed primarily to cover situations where a displacee cannot be relocated because of
lack of available comparable replacement housing, or when the anticipated replacement
housing payments exceed the $22,500 and $5,250 limits of the standard relocation
procedure, because either the displacee lacks the financial ability or other valid
circumstances.

After the initiation of negotiations, Caltrans will within a reasonable length of time, personally
contact the displacees to gather important information, including the following:

¢ Number of people to be displaced.
Specific arrangements needed to accommodate any family member(s) with special
needs.

o Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling which will adequately
house all members of the family.

e Preferences in area of relocation.
Location of employment or school.

NONRESIDENTIAL RELOCATION ASSISTANCE
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The Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program provides assistance to businesses,
farms and nonprofit organizations in locating suitable replacement property, and
reimbursement for certain costs involved in relocation. The Relocation Advisory Assistance
Program will provide current lists of properties offered for sale or rent, suitable for a
particular business’s specific relocation needs. The types of payments available to eligible
businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations are: searching and moving expenses, and
possibly reestablishment expenses; or a fixed in lieu payment instead of any moving,
searching and reestablishment expenses. The payment types can be summarized as
follows:

Moving Expenses
Moving expenses may include the following actual, reasonable costs:

¢ The moving of inventory, machinery, equipment and similar business-related property,
including: dismantling, disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting,
unloading, unpacking, and reconnecting of personal property. Items acquired in the
right-of-way contract may not be moved under the Relocation Assistance Program. If
the displacee buys an Item Pertaining to the Realty back at salvage value, the cost to
move that item is borne by the displacee.

o Loss of tangible personal property provides payment for actual, direct loss of personal
property that the owner is permitted not to move.

o Expenses related to searching for a new business site, up to $2,500, for reasonable
expenses actually incurred.

Reestablishment Expenses
Reestablishment expenses related to the operation of the business at the new location, up
to $10,000 for reasonable expenses actually incurred.

Fixed In Lieu Payment

A fixed payment in lieu of moving, searching, and reestablishment payments may be
available to businesses that meet certain eligibility requirements. This payment is an
amount equal to half the average annual net earnings for the last two taxable years prior to
the relocation and may not be less than $1,000 nor more than $20,000.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Reimbursement for moving costs and replacement housing payments are not considered
income for the purpose of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, or for the purpose of
determining the extent of eligibility of a displacee for assistance under the Social Security
Act, or any other law, except for any federal law providing local “Section 8" Housing
Programs.

Any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization that has been refused a relocation
payment by the Caltrans relocation advisor or believes that the payment(s) offered by the
agency are inadequate may appeal for a special hearing of the complaint. No legal
assistance is required. Information about the appeal procedure is available from the
relocation advisor.

California law allows for the payment for lost goodwill that arises from the displacement for a
public project. A list of ineligible expenses can be obtained from Caltrans Right-of-Way.
California’s law and the federal regulations covering relocation assistance provide that no
payment shall be duplicated by other payments being made by the displacing agency.
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Appendix D. Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Summary

Avoidance / Minimization Measures

Relocations and Real Property Acquisition

Following project approval, Caltrans Right of Way Staff would coordinate with
affected property owners concerning compensation for loss of property.

A Relocation Agent would contact all displacees after final environmental approval.
The Relocation Agent would ensure that eligible displacees receive their full
relocation benefits, including advisory assistance, and that all activities will be
conducted in accordance the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (see Appendix C). Relocation
resources shall be available to all displacees free of discrimination. At the time of the
first written offer to purchase, owner occupants are given a detailed explanation of
Caltrans’ Relocation Program and Services.

Utilities/Emergency Services

All emergency response units in the project area would be notified of the project
construction schedule and would have access to SR-16 throughout the construction
period.

Traffic/Transportation

Restrictions on when lanes may be closed.

Public notices and press releases provided in local newspapers before major stage
or traffic shifts.

A Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Program (COZEEP) with the CHP
during major construction that affects traffic, such as stage changes and traffic shifts.

Changeable message signs to alert motorists to unusual or new conditions and any
delays that develop
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Visual/Aesthetics

The application of erosion control to all disturbed areas would be required. These
areas shall be returned to their preconstruction conditions once construction is
completed. The erosion control shall consist of a seed mix of grasses and forbs that
are native to the area.

If Option B is built (part of location 1), the Caltrans Landscape Architecture staff
would design a landscape and erosion control plan.

Tree removal that occurs along or near residential development would be replanted
in kind with the type of trees and vegetation that has been removed. This would
provide screening for residences to help reduce light and glare, and to help
reestablish and maintain the rural feel of the surrounding area.

Similar ornamental variety or native trees shall replace large trees that need to be
removed due to the construction activities so long as they do not interfere with
roadway functions or utilities. Re-vegetation within clear recovery zones would
consist of native grasses and shrubs to facilitate sight distance requirements,
reduction of obstacles and erosion concerns.

Cultural Resources

The portions of the cultural sites outside the ADI would be protected against
inadvertent damage during project construction through the establishment of ESA
and preparation of an ESA Action Plan. The ESA Action Plan will ensure proper
implementation of Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation X, and to
ensure compliance with CEQA, and for state-owned historic properties, PRC Section
§5024.

If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity
within and around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the find.

If human remains are discovered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
states that further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area
suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the coroner will
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who will then notify the
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). At this time, the person who discovered the remains
will contact the district archaeologist so that they may work with the MLD on the
respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions of PRC
5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.
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Hazardous Waste/Materials

¢ Any R/W that is going to be acquired would be tested for potential soil contamination
prior to acquisition. Soils with non-hazardous levels of ADL may be reused within the
project limits. Soils with hazardous levels of ADL would be disposed of at an
appropriate landfill.

e SSP 15-1.03B regarding the removal of white and yellow thermoplastic paint striping
is required.

Natural Communities
e Areas of Valley oak riparian habitat within the project area that are not directly
affected would be designated as ESAs on the project plans and in the project
avoidance specifications. The boundaries of the ESA would be clearly marked in the
field by the installation of a temporary fence. ESAs would be implemented as a first
order of work and will remain in place until all construction activities are complete.

e Removal of native vegetation would be confined to the minimal area necessary to
facilitate construction activities.

Wetlands and Other Waters
¢ Where working areas encroach on live or dry streams, or wetlands, RWQCB-
approved physical barriers adequate to prevent the flow or discharge of sediment
into these systems would be constructed and maintained between working areas and
streams and wetlands. During construction of the barriers, discharge of sediment
into streams will be held to a minimum. Discharge would be contained through the
use RWQCB-approved measures to keep sediment from entering protected waters.

¢ Oily or greasy substances originating from the contractor’s operations would not be
allowed to enter or be placed where they would later enter tributary waters.

e Asphalt concrete would not be allowed to enter tributary waters.

¢ Wetlands and other waters would be delineated as ESAs on the project plans and in
the project specifications. The boundaries of the ESA would be clearly marked in the
field by the installation of a temporary fence. ESAs would be implemented as a first
order of work and would remain in place until all construction activities are complete.
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Animal Species

Migratory Birds-Vegetation Nesting Species

e Removal of native vegetation would be confined to the minimal area necessary to
facilitate construction activities.

e Vegetation removal on the project site would be conducted between September 1%
and February 14™, outside of the nesting season (generally) for most migratory bird
species in the project area. If vegetation removal must take place outside of this
period, a qualified biologist would conduct pre-construction surveys for active bird
nests within 0.25 mile of all construction activities. These surveys would be
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of
construction. If construction activities are delayed or suspended for more than 30
days after the pre-construction survey, the areas will be resurveyed. If no active bird
nests are found, no further measures are necessary. If active bird nests are
identified, construction activities within 500 feet of these areas would be postponed
until USFWS and/or CDFW have been consulted, or after the nesting season, or until
after a qualified biologist has determined the young have fledged and are
independent of the nest site. No known active nests would be disturbed without
permit or other authorization from the USFWS and/or the CDFW.

Tricolored Blackbird

¢ The avoidance and minimization measures for migratory birds would be applied to
minimize the potential to impact the tricolored blackbird that may utilize potential
foragaing habitat within project limits prior to construction. If this species is observed,
appropriate resource agencies would be coordinated with.

Migratory Birds-Structure Nesting/Roosting Species/Bats

e To avoid potential impacts to nesting swallows or roosting bats, exclusionary devices
would be installed where feasible to prevent nesting or roosting on box culverts and
bridges within the project area. The installation of the exclusionary devices would
occur during the fall or winter after fledging and before initiation of breeding activities
(between September 15t and February 14™). A biological monitor would periodically
inspect the exclusionary netting to ensure its effectiveness.

¢ Nest removal is another method of preventing structure nesting/roosting species.
CDFW considers February 15 to September 1 to be the swallow nesting season.
Old nests or nests under construction would be washed down with water or knocked
down with a pole. Swallows are strongly attracted to old nests or to the remnants of
deteriorated nests, so all traces of mud would need to be removed. Because cliff

213



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

swallows persistently rebuild nests for most of the breeding season, the nest removal
method will require many consecutive days to prevent them from nesting using this
method.

Burrowing Owl

The avoidance and minimization measures for migratory birds would be applied to
minimize the potential to impact the burrowing owls that may inhibit the project area
prior to construction.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Avoidance and Minimization Measures)

Before initiation of any vegetation removal, grading, or any other ground-disturbing
activities, a qualified biologist would conduct mandatory worker awareness training
for all construction personnel. The awareness training would provide information on
how to avoid impacts to biological resources, particularly special-status species. The
training will also inform workers of the penalties for not complying with mitigation
requirements. If new construction personnel are subsequently added to the project,
they too would receive the training.

Prior to any ground-disturbing activities associated with the project, Caltrans shall
install 20 feet of 4-foot-tall temporary, plastic mesh construction ESA fence where
possible, from the driplines of elderberry shrubs that are not to be removed. The
fencing is intended to prevent encroachment by construction vehicles and personnel.
The exact location of the fencing would be determined by a qualified biologist, with
the goal of protecting VELB habitat. The fencing would be strung tightly on posts set
at a maximum interval of 10 feet. The fencing would be installed in a way that
prevents equipment from enlarging the work area beyond what is necessary to
complete the work. The fencing would be checked and maintained weekly until all
construction is completed.

A sign would mark this buffer zone and state the following ‘This is habitat of the
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a threatened species, and must not be disturbed.
This species is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
Violators are subject to prosecution, fines and imprisonment’. The fencing and a note
reflecting this condition would be shown on the construction plans. Signs would be
legible from a distance of 20 feet and must be maintained for the duration of
construction.

Giant Garter Snake (Avoidance and Minimization Measures)

Construction activity within suitable habitat would be conducted between May 1 and
October 1 to minimize impacts to this species. This is the active period for giant
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garter snakes and thus direct mortality is lessened because snakes are expected to
actively move and avoid danger.

e Clearing would be confined to the minimal area necessary to facilitate construction
activities. Fencing and signs would designate avoided giant garter snake habitat
within or adjacent to the project area as an ESA.

e Construction personnel whould receive USFWS-approved worker environmental
awareness training. This training instructs workers to recognize giant garter snakes
and their habitat(s).

o Twenty-four hours prior to construction activities, the project area would be surveyed
for GGS. Surveys of the project area would be repeated if a two-week or greater
lapse in construction activity occurs. If a GGS is encountered during construction,
activities will cease until appropriate corrective measures have been completed or it
has been determined that the giant garter snake will not be harmed. Any sightings
and any incidental take would be reported to the USFWS and CDFW immediately by
telephone at (916) 414-6600.

¢ Any dewatered habitat shall remain dry for at least 15 consecutive days after April
15" and prior to excavating or filling of the dewatered habitat.

o After completion of construction activities, any temporary fill and construction debris
would be removed and, wherever feasible, disturbed areas restored to pre-project
conditions. Restoration work may include such activities as replanting species
removed from banks or replanting emergent vegetation in the active channel.

Swainson’s Hawk (Avoidance and Minimization Measures)

e If there are any new nest trees within the project limits prior to construction, they
would be designated as ESAs and would be delineated on the project plans and in
the project specifications. The boundaries of the ESA will be clearly marked in the
field by the installation of a temporary fence. ESAs would be implemented as a first
order of work and will remain in place until all construction activities are complete.

e Before initiation of any vegetation removal, grading, or any other ground-disturbing
activities, a qualified biologist would conduct mandatory worker awareness training
for all construction personnel. The awareness training would provide information on
how to avoid impacts to biological resources, particularly special-status species. The
training would also inform workers of the penalties for not complying with mitigation
requirements. If new construction personnel are subsequently added to the project,
they too would receive the training.

e Removal of native vegetation would be confined to the minimal area necessary to
facilitate construction activities.
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The avoidance and minimization measures (tree removal during non-nesting season)
for migratory birds would be applied to minimize the potential to impact nesting
Swainson’s hawk.

Monitoring for Swainson’s hawk would take place as appropriate during construction
from March to September.

Tricolored Blackbird (Avoidance and Minimization Measures)

The avoidance and minimization measures for migratory birds would be applied to
minimize the potential to impact the tricolored blackbird. If this species is observed,
appropriate resource agencies would be coordinated with.

Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

Prevent Downstream Erosion — design of drainage facilities to avoid causing or
contributing to downstream erosion. Drainage outfalls, when appropriate, would
discharge to suitable control measures.

Stabilize Disturbed Soil Areas — design would incorporate stabilization of disturbed
areas (when appropriate) with seeding, vegetative, or other types of cover.

Maximize Existing Vegetative Surfaces — design would limit footprints of cuts and fills
to minimize removal of existing vegetation.

This project would incorporate treatment BMPs to the maximum extent practicable
with an emphasis on biofiltration swales and detention basins.

The contractor will be responsible for implementing stormwater BMPs pursuant to
the General Construction Permit (GCP) and the SWPPP required by the permit to
ensure that erosion and run-off would not contribute to additional pollutants in
surface water bodies in the vicinity of this project. Implementing aggressive BMPs
would minimize soil transportation during construction. Aggressive and redundant
placement of BMPs in areas that are tributaries to Cache Creek, especially at creek
crossings, or in areas with elevated levels of mercury would provide additional
protection.

No soil disturbing work would be performed during the wet season (October 15" —
April 15"). This will reduce the likelihood of discharges from the site.

This would be a multi-year project and it would be necessary to ensure that BMPs
have been fully implemented during the wet season to stabilize slopes and prevent
erosion, especially in the vicinity of surface water bodies.

216



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

e Clearing and grubbing (digging up roots and stumps) would be done in the dry
months of the year (April 15" — October 15") to reduce the likelihood of erosion
occurring during and immediately following construction of the project. Revegetation
of disturbed surfaces would be in accordance with plans developed by a Caltrans
Landscape Architect. Preservation of existing vegetation to provide erosion and
sediment control benefits would be maximized on this project. Contract plans would
delineate ESAs to help preserve existing vegetation.

o The placement of Rock Slope Protection (RSP) to currently unstable slopes, as well
as the addition of detention basins, swales, and other stormwater design
improvements would be implemented into this project to ultimately improve the water
guality of the creeks within the project limits.

e The project shall adhere to the conditions of the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit
CAS # 000003, (Order # 99-06-DWQ), issued by the State Water Resources Control
Board.

e The contractor would be required to prepare a SWPPP containing effective erosion
and sediment control measures. These measures must address soil stabilization
practices, sediment control practices, tracking control practices, and wind erosion
control practices. In addition, the project plan must include non-storm water controls,
waste management, and material pollution controls. It is generally accepted that
practices that perform well by themselves can be complemented by other practices
to raise the collective level of erosion control effectiveness and sediment retention.

e This project would have at least one acre of Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) and is subject
to the Construction General Permit. A Notification of Construction (NOC) would be
submitted to the CVRWQCB Sacramento Office at least 30 days prior to
construction.

e Standard Special Provision (SSP) 07-345 is a set of specifications used for projects
that disturb more than one acre of soil. SSP 07-345 would be included in the
construction specifications for this project and would clearly outline the contractor's
responsibilities with respect to preparation and implementation of the SWPPP.

e In accordance with the MS4 NPDES general permit as directed by Caltrans SWMP
and the Project Planning and Design Guide (PPDG) an evaluation of the project
using the most recent approved evaluation guide is essential in determining if the
incorporation of permanent storm water runoff treatment measures shall be
considered for this project. This evaluation has been conducted through the
completion of a SWDR.

217



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

e The project is proposing to widen the existing channel bottom of the South Fork
Willow Slough to provide attenuation for peak discharges. This work may require the
dewatering of this irrigation ditch. Irrigation water is a conditionally exempted
discharge under the Caltrans permit and is not prohibited if identified as not being
sources of pollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control measures are
developed and implemented under the SWMP to minimize the adverse impacts of
such sources. The contractor would coordinate with the CVRWQCB through the
Caltrans NPDES coordinator to ensure any dewatering performed during this
proposed project conforms to these (NPDES permit) provisions.

e The proposed project would utilize and enhance existing natural biostrips and
bioswales whenever possible. Biostrips would be incorporated into the roadway
design throughout the project limits wherever gentle slopes allow. Bioswales would
be incorporated into ditch design wherever the longitudinal slope, soil conditions,
proper shape, and vegetation can be obtained.

Air Quality

e Caltrans Standard Specifications, a required part of all construction contracts, should
effectively reduce and control emission impacts during construction under the
provisions of Section 7-1.02C “Emission Reduction” and Section 14-9.03 “Dust
Control”. Provision 14-9.02 “Air Pollution Control” requires the contractor to comply
with all pertinent rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes of the local air district.

Noise

¢ Noise levels would not exceed 86 dBA LMax at 50 feet from the job site activities
from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.

e Equipment would include an internal combustion engine with manufacturer-
recommended muffler.

¢ An internal combustion engine would not be operated on the job site without the
appropriate muffler.

Mitigation Measures

Visual/Aesthetics

o If Design Option “A” (part of location 1) is built, Caltrans would design and prepare a
re-vegetation plan (RP) which would serve to minimize impacts. The plan would be
jointly prepared by a landscape architect and biologist. The RP would include
measures to replace existing native riparian vegetation that will be removed or
indirectly affected by construction of the proposed project. The RP would include
planting concepts, specifications, riparian restoration and wetland planting plans,
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plant species, sizes and quantities. The Caltrans project biologist would take the lead
on the RP with the help of the Caltrans Landscape Architecture staff to design a
conceptual plan for the RP.

Natural Communities

o Mitigation to restore Valley oak riparian habitat would be performed as identified in
the Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement in coordination with the Department
of Fish and Wildlife to compensate for the loss of Valley oak riparian habitat,
regulated under sections 1600-1616 of the Fish and Game Code.

e Upon completion of project construction, the loss of 76 Valley oak trees at Taylor
Creek would be mitigated on-site within Caltrans right-of-way. If planting cannot be
accomplished on-site due to placement of Rock Slope Protection (RSP)/Armouring
along banks in stream area, or if there is a general lack of suitable planting area then
offsite mitigation options will be pursued to the start of construction.

e Disturbed areas would be re-contoured to the natural grade and re-vegetated with
Valley oak seedlings and other native species appropriate for the site conditions.

Wetlands and Other Waters

¢ If necessary, mitigation for jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. would
be performed to achieve no net loss of the functions and values within the study area
in accordance with the USACE Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal
Guidelines (1991) and the Guidelines for Monitoring Riparian Mitigation (1994).

e The proposed project would permanently impact approximately 0.04 acre of
potentially jurisdictional wetlands which would be mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio by
creating wetlands as part of the pending consultation with USACE. The proposed
project would also have indirect impacts to approximately 0.28 acre of potentially
jurisdictional wetlands of the US, which would be mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio by
restoring wetlands as part of the pending consultation with USACE.

e The proposed project would permanently impact approximately 0.98 acre of other
waters of the U.S., and approximately 1.43 acres of waters of the State in Taylor
Creek and a portion of South Fork Willow Slough, which would be mitigated on-site
at a 1:1 ratio by creating vegetated buffers along the other impacted waterways in
the study area. Temporary disturbance to 2.75 acres of jurisdictional other waters of
the U.S. and waters of the State would also occur and those impacts would be
mitigated on-site at a 1:1 ratio by restoring vegetated buffers along disturbed
waterways.

219



State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Threatened and Endangered Species
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Mitigation Measures)

e Caltrans would purchase credits sufficient to compensate for the planting of 250
elderberry shrubs, and an additional 290 associated native plantings from a USFWS
approved conservation bank that services the proposed project area. Credits are
purchased via VELB “units.” Each unit translates to 10 credits, five for seedlings and
five for associated species. Eighty units from a bank would compensate for 800
seedlings and associated species. See table below for mitigation ratios.

Compensatory Mitigation to Offset Project Impacts to Suitable VELB habitat

Exit
Number el Elderberry | Elderberry Assoc_|ated Associated
Location _Stem of Stems PHEESTL Seedling Seedling NEUTE Native
alRiEir Impacted on Ratio Plantings Pl Plantings
Shrub Ratio
(Y/N)
173" 4 No 1:1 4 1:1 4
0 Yes 2:1 0 2:1 0
Non- 3n5n 0 No 2.1 0 1:1 0
Riparian 0 Yes 4:1 0 2:1 0
_ 0 No 3.1 0 1:1 0
0 Yes 6:1 0 2:1 0
13 39 No 2:1 78 1:1 78
1 Yes 4:1 4 2:1 8
Riparian 35 20 No 3:1 60 1:1 60
2 Yes 6:1 12 2:1 24
- 5% 15 No 4:1 68 11 68
3 Yes 8:1 24 2:1 48
Total Elderberry and Associated Plant Species 250 290
Plantings Needed toward Conservation of the VELB

Giant Garter Snake (Mitigation Measures)

e Caltrans would restore all 0.61 acre of GGS habitat through the on site relocation,
slope improvement and revegetation of South Fork Willow Slough and irrigation
ditch. In addition, a one-year monitoring report showing pre- and post-project area
photos will be submitted to USFWS and/or CDFW one year from the restoration
implementation. The restoration and monitoring would follow USFWS Guidelines. If
the restoration is unsuccessful, as determined by USFWS, consultation would be
reinitiated and would include the appropriate actions necessary to fulfill the success
criteria for restoration of temporary disturbance.
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Appendix E. Environmental Study Limit Mapping
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State Route 16 Safety Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration

Appendix F. Department of Conservation
Notification of Farmland Take Letter

STATE OF CATTFORMIA—CATIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMOND G. BROWH JE.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES BRANCH M1
DISTRICT 3. 705 B Street

MARYSVILLE, CA 95901

PHONE (530) 7414276

Flex your power!

FASL (530) 741-4457 Be energy efficient!
TTY 711

June 5, 2014

California Department of Conservation YOL-16 PM 20.5/31.6

801 K Street EA 03-0C4700

Sacramento, CA 95814-3528 EFIS 03-0000-0015

YOL-16 Safety Improvement Project
Dear Sir or Madam,

In accordance with Government Code Section 51291(b), this letter is to serve as notification of a take and
easement of farmland, including some Williamson Act contracted land, for a proposed highway safety
improvement project in Yolo County. The project proposes to the safety at three separate locations along
YOL-16 (PM 20.5/21.3, PM 23.2/23.5 and at PM 28.2/31.6) n Yolo County. The locations are as follows
(linuts are approximate). The scope of work would include:

Location 1 - County Road (Co Rd) 79. from 0.35 mules west of Co Rd 79 to 0.40 mules east of Co Rd 79.

ostmiles (PM) 20.5/21.3 (0.8 miles

e Adding a left turn pocket for County Road 79

Straightening 2 horizontal curves (increasing the curve radius)
Widening and paving shoulders to 8 ft.

Installing rumble strips in the shoulder

Providing a 20 ft. Clear Recovery Zone (CRZ)*

Additional work described in Option A or Option B

Drainage work as needed

Option A work
* Shifting the alignment north to avoid a house

Option B work
e Shifting the alignment south to reduce impacts to Taylor Creek

Location 2 — West of Co Rd 82B. from 0.34 mules west of Co Rd 82B to 200 ft. west of Co Rd 82B. PM
23.2/23.5 (0.3 nules)

Straightening the horizontal curve (increasing the curve radius)

Widening and paving shoulders to 8 ft.

Installing rumble strips in the shoulder

Providing a 20 ft. CRZ

* Dramage work as needed

Location 3 — Esparto to Interstate (T)-505, from 350 ft. west of Co Rd 21A to South Fork Willow Slough,
PM 28.2/31.6 (3.4 nules)

Esparto to Madison
* Roundabout at Co Rd 21A (Optional)

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”™
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California Department of Conservation
June 5, 2014
Page 2

Shifting the alignment to the north (the roadway profile will not be raised)
Widening and paving shoulders to 8 ft.

Installing rumble strips in the shoulder

Providing a 20 ft. CRZ

Drainage work as needed

Madison to I-505

e Shifting the alignment to the north (the roadway profile will not be raised)
Widening and paving shoulders to 8 ft.
Installing rumble strips in the shoulder
Providing a 20 ft. CRZ
Adding a roundabout at Co Rd 89 or widening and adding a traffic signal
Adding a two way left turn lane (TWLTL) from I-505 through to Tutt St.
Relocating the Madison Migrant Center driveway to Co. Rd 89 (Optional)
Drainage work as needed

The location of this project was not based on consideration of the lower cost of acquiring land in an
agricultural preserve (§51292(a)). There is no other land within or outside the preserve on which it 1s
reasonably feasible to locate this project (§51292(a)(b)). The location was chosen because of a high number of
collisions in the project area. In recent years the traffic volumes on SR 16 have increased within the project
limits, along with an increase in collisions that are above the statewide average for a sinular facility.
Farmland, including some Williamson contracted land, was 1dentified for the take of this section of SR 16 due
to the fact that these are the locations where the collisions are occurring and these parcels are the only parcels
on which construction can occur. The location of this project was not based on consideration of the lower cost
of acquiring land in an agricultural preserve (§51292(a)). There 1s no other land within or outside the preserve
on which it 1s reasonably feasible to locate this project (§51292(a)(b)).

Several maps are included in this packet. Map 1 1s the general project location map. Location maps 1-3 are the
project layout maps that shows the highlighted Williamson contracted Agricultural Land Parcels that will be
mmpacted by the proposed project. In addition to the maps I have included a Farmland APN Table which lists
the APN’s, farmland, including Williamson acreage and the amount of acreage that is proposed for take. The
total amount of farmland, including Williamson, that will be impacted is 30.24 acres. Please note that there are
various parcels which will be used for dramage easements only and will require no take. Those parcels are not
highlighted on the maps.

We are requesting your response to Parts II, IV, and V of the enclosed “Farmland Conversion Impact Rating”
Form AD-1006.

If you have any questions, please contact Chris Carroll of my staff at (530) 7414276 (e-mail:
Chris_Carrolli@dot.ca.cov )

Sincerely,

Chris Carroll, Associate Environmental Coordimator
North Region Office of Environmental Management, Branch M1

Attachments

“Caltrans improves mobility across California™
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MATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G, BROWN JR., GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
Managing Califprnca’y Working Lands
DIVISION OF LAND RESQURCE PROTECTION

CONSERVATION, 801 KSTREET o MS1B0) « SACRAMENIO, CALFORMA 95814
FHONE 514 /3240350 « FAX 91673373430 « TDD %14/ 324-2555 » WEBSITE camenalioncagoy

July 8, 2014

VIA EMAIL: Chris Carroll@dot.ca.gov

Mr. Chris Carroll, Associate Environmental Coordinator

Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

North Region Office of Environmental Management, Branch M1, District 3
703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

NOTICE OF THE INTENTION TO ACQUIRE 30.24+ ACRES FOR THE YOLO STATE ROUTE (SR)
18 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, YOLO COUNTY

Dear Mr. Carroll:

Thank you for your June 5, 2014 email advising the Department of Conservation (Department)
Division of Land Resource Protection (Division) that Caltrans proposes to acquire portions of 27
parcels located in the project vicinity totaling 30.24+ acres, Eleven parcels are indicated as land
located within an agricultural preserve (see table below). The project proposes to construct
safety improvements at three locations along YOL-16 (PM 20.5/21.3, PM 23.2/23.5 and
28.2/31.6), in Yolo County. The Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis
and administers the California Land Conservation Act and other agricultural land conservation
programs. The Department offers the following comments with respect to the public acquisition
procedures stated in Government Code (GC) §§51290-51205.

Project Description

The project as proposed is for the acquisition of 27 parcels for a highway safety improvement
project in Yolo County along SR 16. Eleven parcels, highlighted in yellow are restricted by LCA

contracts.
APNs of Properties Restricted by LCA Contracts in the Project Area Intended for Acquisition 7

Parcel Numbar | Currant Amount Remalndear Oamers

Size Required Acras)

(Acras) [Acras) _
48-030-03 36,12 62 315.50 Gardon, Charles & Mary
48-060-01 15.88 1.62/0.91 14.27 Guidara, Leslia
48-060-14 8.15 0.9910.47 716 Les Living Trust
48-070-18 21.98 0.3710.72 21.27 Borg, Harry . & Rosanna E.
A48-080-01 36.65 0.52/0.68 36.77 Hy, Mowe K &Ky
48-D80-08 22.58 a 22.58 Morrls, Robert M. and Judith L.
48-120-10 | 308.75 2.48 a07.26 Triple Creek Farm LLC
48-050-11 H26.33 3.50 32274 Penrose, RE & JL Family Trust 1
49-000-11 180,83 0,18 190,65 Kethyanna Ranch LCC
48-110-005 13.13 0.10 15.08 Driver Remainder Trust & Stephens, John & Meredith
48-110-008 | 104.1 0.58 103.52 Diriver Remainder Trust & Stephens, John & Meredith

The Department of Conservation's mission is to balance today s needs with tomorrow s challenges and foster imtellipeni, susiginable,
and efficient use af California's energy, land, and mineral resorces.
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Mr. Chris Carroll, Associate Environmental Coordinator

July 8, 2014
Page 2 of 4
APNg of Preperties located in the Project Arda Intended for Acquisition Mot Restricted by LCA Confracts™
Parcel Number | Current | Amuount Remalndar Ownars T
Size | Raguired Aeras)
[Acras) | [Acres) - CT
48-DH0-02 8.04 [ [ Wiright Living Trust
48-040-08 280,46 .80 27968 Pedayn Femande atal.
45-120-13 103.4 2.41 100,568 Chicohominy Lands Inc.
48-120-012 | 8445 2.45 G200 Madisan 155 Rench LLG
4308015 7E.02 | 653 370.49 Wann Brether
48-080-07 | 14276 [ 047 14229 Schana Concrate o ne
43-050-0 8.51 0.32 N Giumana, Saland Al Farms
45-130-008 1943 238 17.08 Sabvadar, Cenrad ard Mary ]
48-160-05 6.85 0.31 B.54 Dw La Fuenite, Carlos ]
48-110-18 7043 0.8 GE.5Z Beflvue North 250 LLG
43-100-003 214 1,14 212,85 Beillviss Narth 260 LLC
| 45110021 08,52 052 08.10 Dworie Diiver Recraindar Trust
49100001 44,54 .58 4579 _ Mighi Farms [re.
A5100-02 48,54 .74 MBI | Grbe, AnnE
45-160-15 1808 087 1gaf Emeraid Homes LL LLC
A8-160-14 [0 0.5 B.AT Espario Unifled School Dislict
e—— —— an 3“’“ — -

Caltrans intends fo acquire portions of the 27 parcels because the design standards require
shoulder-widening on the length of the project at three locations, The locations and scope of
the work are as follows:

Location 1 — County Roa miles west of Co Rd 79 to 040 miles east of
Co Rd 79, postmilas (PM) 20.5/21.3 (0.8 miles
. Adding a left turn packet for County Road 78
. Stralghtening 2 horizontal curves (increasing the curve radius)
. Widening and paving shoulders to 8 ft.
. Installing rumble strips on the shoulder
Providing a 20 fi. Clear Recovery Zene {CRZ)*
. Drainage work as needed

Option A work
. Shifting the alignment north to avaid a house

Option B work
. Shifting the alignment south to reduce impacts to Taylor Cresk

Location 2 = West of Co Road 828, from 0,34 milzs west of Co Rd 828 to 200 ft. west of Co Rd
828, PM 23.2/23.5 (0.3 milas}

. Straightening the horizontal curve (increasing the curve radius)
. Widening and paving shoulders to & ft.
N Inztalling rumble strips in the shoulder

. Providing a 20 ft. CRZ
. Drainage work as nesded

Location 3 — Esparto to Interstate (1)-505, from 350 ft, west of Co Rd 214 to South Fork Willow
Slough PM 28.2/31.6 (3.4 miles)
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Mr. Chris Carroll, Associate Environmental Coordinator
July 8, 2014
Page 3 of 4

Slough PM 28.2/31.6 (3.4 miles)

Ezpario to Madison
Roundabout at Co. Rd 214 {Optional)

Shifting the alignment to the north (the roadway profile will not be ralsed)
Widening and paving shoulders to & ft

Installing rumble strips in the shoulder

Providing a 20 ft. CRZ

Drainage work as needed

Madison to 1-505
Shifting the alignment to the north {the roadway profile will not be raised)
Widening and paving shoulders to 8 ft

Installing rumble strips in the shoulder

Providing a 20 ft. CRZ

Adding a roundabout at Co Rd 89 or widening and adding a traffic signal
Adding a two way left turn lane (TWLTL) from 1-505 through Tutt 5t.
Relocating the Madison Migrant Center driveway to Co. Rd 88 (Optional)
Drainage work as needed.

Reguired Findings

With some limited exceptions, the Land Conservation Act prohibits public agencies from locating
public improvements in agricultural preserves, unless the following specific findings are made by
the public agency (Government Code §51282 )

- & & & 8 @

& & B & & & & &

(&) The location is not based primarily on a consideration of the lower cost of
acquiring land in an agricultural preserve,

(b} If the land i= agricultural land covered under a contract pursuant to this
chapter for any public improvement, that there is no other land within or
outside the preserve on which it is reasonably feasible to locate the public
improvamant,

Your letter states that the locations for the safety improvements were chosen because of
a high number of collisions in the project area, In recent years the traffic volumes on SR
16 have increased within the project limits, along with an increase in collisions that are
above the statewide average for a similar facility, Farmland, including some properties
restricted by Land Conservation Act contracts, was identified for acquisition aleng this
gaction of SR 16 because thase are tha locations where the collisions are accuring and
the subject parcels are the only parcels on which construction can sccur consistent with
the design specifications of the project. The location of this project does not appear to
be based on consideration of the lower cost of acquiring land in an agricultural preserve
(GC §51292(a)). There is no other land within or outside of the preserve on which it is
reasonably feasible to locate this project (GG §51282(b)).
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Mr. Chriz Carroll, Associate Environmental Coordinator
July 8, 2014
Page 4 of 4

Since the project involves roadway improvemants and requires the acquisitions to consist of
the properties located along the proposed route as specified in the project’s design standards,
it appears that the findings of Govemment Code §51292 can be mada,

Eminent Domain

A Land Conservation Act confract is an enforeceable restriction pursuant to Article X1, §8 of the
California Constitution and Government Code §51252. Pursuant to §51295, a Land
Canservation Act contract may be voided through acguisition by eminent domain or in lieu of
eminent domain (Code of Civil Procedure §1230.010 et seq. and Government Code §7280 et
se.). If the proposed acquisitions occur in a manner that does not void the contracts, the uses
of the contracted properties will continue to be restricted by the terms of the contracts and the
provisions of the Act. The Department does not provide counsel regarding eminent domain law,
but encourages Caltrans to obtain legal counsel for this purpose. When the properties have
baen acquired by, or in lieu of eminent domain, Caltrans is requested to provide copies of the
condemnation orders or the offers made to the landowners to purchase the land in lieu of
eminent domain to the Department of Conservation to complete the administrative record.

Future Motifications

Please be advised that, pursuant to Government Code §51281(d), the Department and Yola
County must be notified of any proposed, significant changes to the project. If Caltrans
determines not to locate the proposed public improvements on the subject proparties, before
retumning the lands to private ownership, it must notify the Departmant and Yolo County, and
the lands must be reenrolled in new contracts or encumbered by enforceable restrictions at
least as restrictive as that provided in the Land Conservation Act (Government Code §51285),
The Department and Yolo County must glso be notified within 10 days when the properties
are actually acquired (Government Code §51291(c)).

If you have any guestions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact Jacquelyn
Ramsey, Associate Environmental Planner at (816) 323-237%; amail:
Jacguelyn. Ramseyi@conservation.ca.qov.

Sinceraly,

ol P

Molly A. Penberth, Manager
Conservation Support Unit
Departmeant of Conservation

Division of Land Resource Protection

oo Yolo County Board of Supervisors
Yolo County Farm Bursau
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Appendix G. AD-1006 Farmland Conversion Form

U.5, Department of Agriculture
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request April 18, 2014
Name of Project y(Q| -16 Safety Improvement Project Federal Agency Involved FH\WA
Proposed Land Use Transportation County and State Yolo County, CA
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) - E;;tce; SRe uesl1 F}gloswed By !E?ﬁﬁnﬁootapal‘eﬁng Form:
Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmiand? YES NO Acres Irigated Average Farm Size
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) I:l 246,341 488
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Gowi. Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
Processing tomatoes; wine grapes| Aces: 311,3Q% 48% Acres: % 390252 ac 60.2y
Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System | Date Land Evaluation Retumed by NRCS |
Revised Storie Index 6/4/2014
_PART i {TD T Site A Né?t:aatm Sltes?t:tgg Site D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 30.24
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0
C. Total Acres In Site 3088.06
PART IV (o be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information T
A_ Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiland 28.0
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmiand 29
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Gowt. Unit To Be Converted .008
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 36%
PARTV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 65
Relative Value of Farmiand To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) _ | _—
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site Assessment Criteria Maximum | sjte A Site: B Site C Site D
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Points
1. Area In Non-urban Use (15} 14
2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use ) N ) 9
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed (z0) 20
4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government (20) 20
5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area (1) 0
6. Distance To Urban Support S;r\r.ices (1s) 0
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average (10) 0
8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10) 0
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services ) 4
10. On-Farm Investments (20) 10 -
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (10 0
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use o (o 1
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS - ) 160 78 0 0 0
PART VI (To be pleted by Federal Agency)
| Relative Value OF Farmiand (From Part V) 100 65 0 0 0
Total Site Assessment (From Part V| above or local site assessment) 160 78 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 143 0 0 0
Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Site Selected: Site A Date Of Selection 6/4/14 YESl:l NO
Reason For Selection: T
There is no other land within or outside the preserve on which it is reasonably feasible to locate this
project (§51292(a)(b)).
Name of Federal agency repre ive completing this form: Chris Carroll - Caltrans District 3 | Date: 4/18/14
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02)
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List of Technical Studies

Initial Site Assessment (Hazardous Waste, Caltrans 2014)

Natural Environmental Study (Biology, Caltrans 2014)

Historic Property Survey Report (Archaeology, Caltrans 2014)

Water Quality Assessment Exemption (NPDES, Caltrans 2013)

Noise Assessment (Noise Report, Caltrans 2013)

Air Quality Assessment (Air Quality Report, Caltrans 2013)

Visual Impact Assessment (VIA, Caltrans 2014)

Traffic Operational Analysis Report (Traffic Operations, Caltrans 2014)
Community Impact Assessment (CIA, Caltrans 2014)

Relocation Impact Memorandum ( Caltrans 2014)

Road Safety Assessment (Kimley-Horn and Associates for Caltrans, 2006)
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